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PREFACE . -.° |
_ - y
. . o | ‘ . .
+ In 1980,'the Department of’Education LED] contracted whth'

Advanced Technology, Inc. to cqnduct a national study of séhool
e e
dlstrlct praotlces s1nce 1978 for operatlng programs under .
¢

- Tltle I of the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act [ESEA]

Thls study, "A Descrlptlon of Dlstrlct/Practlces 'since 1978 under
/ v

N Tltle I of the Elementary ‘and Secondary Educatlon/ﬁct of 1965, o
is commdnly referred to as the * Tltle I Dlstrlct Practlces Study.<~\

< One goa%?of this study was to descrlbe how local dlstrlcts

» [

operated ﬁrOJects funded by Title I, ESEA 'in the 1981-82 school
year. A second, related goalfwas to document local educators'
rationales for‘their program~decisions, their percéptlons ‘of the

problems and benefits of requlrements contalned in the 1978

-

[ECIA]‘on school dlstrlcts operatlo of Title I projects. The
3

study ras deSLgned speclflcally to draw cross—tlme comparlsons

> wrth the findings of ‘the Compensatory Educatlon Study conducted

by the\Natlonal Institute of Educatlon [NIE] and to prov1de base-

llne data for subsequent analyses of the administration of Chap;

N

ter 1, ECIA; T | _
.During:the plannind year for this project (Phase:E)r rele- y.
- vant background.materlals were reviewed;_an-advisory p&hel-Was- ‘
‘formed, the study?s research questions yere refined; districts
‘were sslected‘for}the stiidy's four samples, data collection

. . : . v
TN e . :
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" ‘ £ ' '
_ insq{uments were des1gned and approved, and a detailed analys1s

©

'plan was prepared.‘ This summary report and eight special reports

-

(see p-s ii)- present thé’ findings from’the dat‘&gollection and"
analySis phase of the study (Phase iI). These reports synthesize

data collected from a mail questionnaire.sené to Title I Direc- °

-

tors in more than 2, 000 randomly selected school diéiricts, e

structured 1nt°rV1€WS and document reViews in~TBO nationally

-

represenﬁative Title I districts, and indepth case studies in 40

specially selec@ed Title I districts.
t Y

\\\\\During Phase III} detailed descriptions of solutions to sev-
eral types of problems\faced hy local school officials operating

Chapter l, ECIA programs will be devéloped. These technical

ass1stance materials wi focus on describiqg useful strategies
ng

(4
for. serVing nonpublic a secondary school students, des1gning

-inclass pro;ects,'and using teacher judgement scales in combi-

[ad . o

nation with objective data sources for making student selection
determinations. These descriptions will be presented in'a

separate document, scheduled for completion by September 1983.-
[

To meet the objectives of Phases I and II of the study, a
*special project staff was assembled w1thin Advanced Technology s

Soc1al Sciences Division. That staff housed in the Division' -

‘Prugram Fvaluation Operations Center, oversaw the study des1gn,

N -

data collection and processing, data analysis), and report prepa-

ration.

‘ The summary report reflects the efforts of 'any staff mem-.
bers, . contract ors, consultants, adVisory panel m bers, and”

4




.- goes ‘tp J. Ward Keesllng for coauthorlng Chapter 1, which pro-' ’

—_-
. v

A/ - . ] . [ .
off1c1als from the U.S. Department of Educatlon Special credit

\ .

vides an, overv1ew of, the study s flpdlngs, and wrltlng Chapter 7

*Top parental 1nvolvement 1n/local Tltle I.programs, to Rrehard

Jung for coauthorlng Cﬂapter 1 and authorlng Chapter 10 on non—

K} [}

"oubllc school students part1c1patlon in. the program, to Victor

. 5 - \
Rezmov1c for wr1t1ng Chapter 2, whlch describes the progect ]

-
!

_study des1gn, and Chapter 3,_wh1ch provldes a perlle of the

"T;tle I program at the school dlstrlct level; to Mlchael Gaffney,

and Danlel Schember for wrltlng Chapters 4 and 5 on school and

student selection,”for contributions to Chapter 6 on the project

designs and stafflng patterns of local Title I programs, and for

authorlng L,hapté&s 8 and 9 on the local adm1n1stratlon§f- the
program“s fisscal requlrements and the interaction-of _schBol dis-

trict officials with state' education agency officials; to Maryann

'Mckay and Joan Mich%e for oontributions to Chapter‘é; and to

o

. Richard Apling for authoring Chapter 11 on school districts' .

evaluatiod of_Title,I projects. Kimberly Cunningham and Maxine
Rivers oversaw the graphicg, quality control, and other produc-
tion aspects of this summary report.

Eugene Tucker, one of the study s PrOJect Officers, prov1ded

of this final report. The suggestions, of the study ] Adv1sory

Pahel and helpful crlthues provided by individuals from the

Title I program office, especially William Lobosco and.Thomas
N : , .

Enderlein, are'also reflected in this report.

r‘. .‘. . nxi ‘21
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' guldance for the completion of tasks assoc1ated w1th developmentc '
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Members'of Advanced Technology's anaiytic, management, and
: ¢ 1) * .

“prodiuction staff who contributed to the completion of this and

@ ggher'repofts fo} Phases I and ;I‘aré,too numerous to list, as

v . - Fd

[t

are -the state and.}ocaL officials who éoopefated with this study.
. ‘ S : ’ °
Without dur mentioning their names, they should know their con-

tributions have been recognized andmtruiy appreciated.

L2 .
. v oot . “ .

Ted Bartell, Project Director
- Title I District Practices Study

; Richard Jung, Deputy Project Director
¥ ' . . ~ Title I District Practices Study L

.
~F
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CHAPTER 1 :

Nt

oo ) HIGHLIGHTS

- .
S

%
" INTRODUCTION

\

_ - : 9 - .
The Title I District Practices Study documents how local:

-~

school districts_operated'projec?§;funded By Title I of the, .
Elementary” and Secondary E%ycation,Agt. It also describes local
éducators' rationales forlpheir program decisioﬁs and their :
_ perceptions of tﬁe problems andfbehefits of the reqﬁirements (
fééhtained in the 1978 Title I Amgndments.
Thé study was"originally conceived to inférm:the 1982—83.
reauthorization hearings for Title I. It wéé ;6 compare the
"iocal_operatioh of the proéram unqér Eﬁe legal_framework estab-
lish%a in the 1978 Title I statute with earlier descriptions of
the program's implementation, especially those ddcumented.in the
Compensatory Edﬁcation Study conducted by:the National Ipstitute
of Educaﬁion in:the 1976—77 school‘Qear. The passage of Chap-
ter 1 of the Education Consolidation aﬁd Improvement Act-in the
summer, of 1981, howe&er, precipitated a refocusing of the study's
- objeétiyes;
'Wﬁile Chaptéf 1 maintaihs the Title I goal of providing
ufinanciél assistance to state and loéal-agencies to meet»thg
‘spécial:needs.of'educationally deprived chil@ren,"“Congress
- intended thatjundér Chagter 1, the program be implemented "in a
manner which will eliminate burdensome, unnecessary, and unpro-

ductive paperwork and free the schools of unnecessary Federal’

supervision, direction, and control." Some of Chapter 1l's

25l&\‘.




,provisions pertdining to the local operation of ‘the program, such
as those for nonpublic school student participation, remain

-

‘essentially unchanged. Others, however,_such as those governing
selection of eligible and pargicipating schools and students,
application procedures, ‘as well as certain funds allocation and
evaluation requirements, are substantially changed. Still other
Title_I provisions,'suchl?s those pertaining to parent adyisory
councils,[PACs], ire completely-eliminated by the Chapter 1
legislation. ‘ |

Accordingly, the design of this study was refined to collect “

three types of information: ‘descriptions of current district'

practices; retrospective data for cross-time comparisons, and

prospective information about the anticipated effects of the new
legislation.o

The District Practices Study used a complementary set of
three data collection strategies to cross—validate findings.

® A mail questionnaire sent to Title I Directors in over
2,000 nationally representative school. districts

° ,Structured'interviews and docu t reviews in 100
nationally representative Title I|\districts

) Case studies in 40 specially selected districts to
: examine more clcsely the interactions between school
and district-level staff responsible for .implementing
state and Federal categorical programs, and to study
fn-depth Title I services to nonpublic school students

*However, the conference report accompanying Chapter 1 states
that "it is an option of the local educational, agencies to con-

tinue using PACs to comply with the consultation requirement"
(p. 748). - .

\ - e,
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These three data collection efforts Qere undertaken from
the late fall to early spring of the 1981-82 school year. This -
was. a time of some uncertainty in many school districts. Many
respondents, particularly in small districts, were unfamiliar
with the spec1fic legisl tive changes of Chapter 1. Most dis—'
‘tricts were anticipating gu1dance from state and Federal offi-

—

cials to ass1st them ih understanding the implications of this

new law in planning for their 1982~ 83 school year programs. Many
districts also were anticipating funding cuts For the first time

. <
in their Title I programs. .

REPORTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

The.rindings.fron the'fitle I District:Practices Study are
reported in two ways: .(l) this resource book, which covers a
wide range_of'tooics in'the administration of:TitlelI projects,
and.(2) a series of seven special reporfs that examine oarticular
topics in,greater depth. (The titles of the«soecial reports are
listed on.page ii§. |

This resource book is intended to serve a wide range of
readers. It contains information on several topics of ‘concern to

administrators Gf federally funded programs and to policymaxers

who shape the legislation and regulations that guide the

: implementation of such programs. To enhance the utility of the

-

document, we have taken certain steps to make the information
.more'accessible. 'Each chapter beéins with a page of highlighted
findlngs, organized under the research questions that guided the

inquiry in that area. This page is printed on a different color

paper tofﬁahe it easy to access.

-3 oy
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is highly condensed and ‘omits’'many nuances that may be important

The.Highlights-chapteriof this report is also printed on av
different color of paper to distinguIsh it from the body - of the
report. I contains four major sections: an introduction_to the
study, a descrlptlon of the reports from the study, a synops1s of

the findings from the study, and a topical index to, assjist the,

reader in finding information about subjects of interest that may

appear in more than oné of the subsequent chapters. . .

. .
LR ~

SYNOPSIS OF STUDY FINDINGS

The flndlngs presented here are organized under the headlngs

of the chapters that appear later in the volume. Thls synop51s

L3

ey N e

to particular interpretations; The'reader is encouraged to pur-

sue topics of interest. in greater depth in the‘releyant chapters
: . . -

of this volume or in the spec1al reports. The topical index may

also be helpful in locating information about related findings

that would also influence ‘interpretations.

PR ‘ v £

Profile of Title I -~ (PR ,

To provide a context for flndlngs .about the management prac-f',

tices 6f districts 1mplementing Tltle I pro;ects, the study

'gathered information on the scope and nature of the services

Q ¢

Ve
provided to Tatle I students and the adm1n1strat1ve activities of

- 8 -~ » '

project staff.

Scope of Services I -

During the 1981-82 school y@arﬁumore than 90 percent of ‘the

nation's school districts operatediiitle I projects., andfan

& : ‘
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estimated 4.8 million students (including neglected or delinquent .-

and nonpublic students) received Title I services. Since the
»

1979-80 school year,'ﬁhere has been aﬁdecline of 12 percent in

LY

the numbér»of servéd'students which probably results from both

declining enrollments and the shrinking purchasing power of level

P funding for the program in a time of severe inflation.

Nature of Services

Nearly éll of these,projects provided services 'in reading
And two-thirds reportéa.that they brovided services in mathe-
matics. Nearly-three— ourths of the students served wereiin
grades .1 through 6. inety-two percent of the districts ﬁsed__
pullout designs, while.30'peréent gmpioyed-inclasé models.. |

(3

. Local Administration ,'

Neariy three—quartéré.of thgfdistricts with Title I projects.

-

_have a totalﬁenrollmentfof:féwer than 2,500‘sthdents, These dis-

tricts rareiy have more than one administrator for the program,
and nearly three-quarters of thém‘repogted that administration.of
. v’

their Title I projects required less than 26 percent of their

time.

'Administrative Burden
Title I Directors reportéd that one—-fourth 'of their adminis-
< )
trative time was spent on'preparing applications or reports and

an equal amount of time was spent on managing or supervising the

instructional program. They generally felt that Federal require-
ments .regarding evaluation and student selection were necessary

; "to achiéve the program goals but that they also created adminis-

tfatiQe burdens. On the other hand, they found that requirements

T
°

9 E R .
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for documenting comparability and, for parental‘involvement were’

4

, . ‘
both-unnecessafx\ahd burdensome.

School Selection and Targeting

12

Under Title I, a school district generally was required'to

. . _
use its Title I funds only in "school attendance areas having

7 high poncentrations of childrgh from low-income families."
. k . ‘ i
Furthermore, districtsg were_usually required to rank attendance -

areas by poverty concentration, using the best available poverty

s
measure(s), and serve these areas: in order from highest to R

lowest. Chapter l of ECIA altered thesg requirements somewhat,

e .
o

and district officials were asked to comment on the changes ‘that .
might result._

Method of School Selection

- . . ~

In nearly“three—fourths of~the districts with Title I pro-.
. - ) ™
jects, servifes were offered in all eligible schools. Eligi-

-

bility was most often determined by the count of free or reduced

¢ -
price iunches taken at each school. However, 64 percent. of the
Directors said they would prefer to use achievement data. The'"

most frequently used school selection option was ranking by grade'

span, although other options were also used by substantial per=-’

centades of districts’. Many districts, however, seemed unaware

>

of the range of options available to them.

. AntiCipated Effectsvof Chapter 1, ECIA on School Selection Lo

Just over half of the school districts believed that they
~ .
would have the same flex1blllty in selecting schools under Chap—

ter 1 that,they:hdd under Title I. However, a similar percentage




>

were concerned that the changes under Chapter ,1 would make lt

.

. more difficult to ach1eve the program s target1ng goals.

Student Selection

From the student populations of schools chosen to receive
Title I°funds, -districts had to identify'those eligih;e to

receive Title I services and then select those who were to be

-

sérved from that pool; The 1ntent of the T1tle I leg1slat10n and

regulatlons was- that ‘the students with greatest need be served

A .

first. However, the legal prov1slons for Tltle I part1c1patlon

_by 11m1ted Engllsh prof1c1ent and hand1capped .children were dif-

‘ferent from those appllcable to other students.' Agarn, Chapter 1
of ECIA changed these requlrements¢ and Directors of{Title I

AN -a-‘--‘- -
projects were;asked to specu%atewabout the consequences.

. Student Selection Proceduresf

Nearly all:districts,used cutoff scores on achievement tests.
to select students.. However, 60 percent of-.the districts
reported that teachers could ‘decide to give ‘Title I services to

. , . ) ' ’ + N '
students above the cutoff, and a similar percentage reRorted that

. ' ‘ o s 1-/ .
teachers could decide that students below the cutoff dyd not need
, o . r
the serv1Ces._l : :

o

Percentage of Eligible Students Served

The percentage of eligible students served'in a d1str1ct was

‘a functlon of a number of factors 1nclud1ng the d1str1ct ] T1tle
I fund1ng level, 1ntens1ty of serv1cesy*and the d1str1ct s con-
. cept of e11g1b111ty. For-example; oneldistrict could consider-

._all students scor1ng below the .40th. percentlle on a standardlzed

\ s . o Cw

.




test'as eligible while another could establish a stricter defini~
tion "of below the 20th percent11e.viGiven'the varying concepts of
eligibility, fewer than half the districts (44 percent) reported

serving all eligible students. Small districts, howeyer, were

much more likely to report serving all eligible students than
P i . :

larger districts.

Eligibility of L1m1ted English- Prof1c1ent or Handicapped
Students

’
Practices ranged from 1nclud1ng all multiply e11g1b1e stu-

.dents 1n T1t1e I to excluding all' of them. In some districts, .
the 1eve1 of English pro£1c1ency or: severity of the ‘handicap
determined ellglblllty for:Title I. Generally, limited- English—
prof1c1ent students were more readily admitted to Title I‘than
were hapéicapped students. Regular classroom teachers were more’
likely to favor serving these students ih the Tlt%& I program

{

than were T1t1e I instructors. ' -

Local Officials' Assessments of T1t1e I student Selection
Procedures

A high proportion of Principals and‘non-Tdtle I teachers‘

‘wanted to change at. least some aspect of their d1str1cts current

‘student selection procedures. Most of ‘the deslred changes (e g.,’

) N\
.increased use of teacher judgment, less reliance on test scores)

were permitted by Federal: 1aw.’ However, ‘more than one-third of
the Principals 1nterv1ewed wanted to serve h1gher scoring stu-
dents rather than only those furthest behind. A majority of
T1t1e I D1rectors and Principals favored the1r d1str1cts " poli-.
cies for serV1ng-mu1t1p1y e11g1b1e students ‘in the T1t1e I

~program.
L .



e . N ’ . .
Anticipated Effects of Chapter 1, ECIA on Student Selection

- ThirtyLnine percent of ‘the Title I Directors expected a

- v

reduction or dilution of services to the current program part1c1-

' pants as a\result of ECIA 's "utilize part" proV1sion. One—third

>

- of the Directors felt that'the'"permits" provision would result

in serviné those. students with greatest pctential .rather than
: ; ¢ ‘ I
_those who were furthest behind. ' ' ’

Program Design

Federal regulations allowed cons1derable flex1bility 1n the
N des1gn of Title I progects., They- did not specify the grade B
) /
levels to be. served the subjects to be taught, the time periods

. Ty

in which to deliver project serv1ces, or the resources to be

. used. The-Title I District'Practices Study focused_on the
,reasons given for choosing particular service, delivery models,
the'"intensity" of Title: I 1nstruction,.and characterlstics of

the staff employed to prov1de‘T1tle I 1nstructional serv1ces. .

Reasons for Selecting Serv1ce Delivery Models

As reported earlieff over'90-percent of'the districts were
using a pullout model' While 30 percent were'using.an inclass
design. Ninety percent of the D1rectors using pullout des1gns
indicated that they 'did so beCause thought they it was edu—
cationally superior for all or part of their Title I programs.'

/Sﬁventy—three percent said that pullouts made’ it .edsler to

demonstrateé compliance with funds allocation requirements.

Fifty—seven percent said that the state Title I office adv1sed

the use of the pullout design.

'1-9




Three fourths of the D1rectors using 1nc1ass de31gns

responded that they did so because ‘it was educatlonally superior
[~4

for all or part of their Title I programs. Forty-two percent

said that’ phy31cal fac111t1es for pullouts'were ‘not available,

and 28 percent said that the state Title I’ office had advised the
use of this design.

Intensity of Title I Instruction

The average number of students in public Title I classes was

9.8, and the pil—to-instructor ratid was 4.5 to 1. Public

‘school students spent four hours per week in T1t1e I classes.

-Data on the nature and, intensity. of instruction for nonpubllc"

school students are presented later in this synopsis.

Local Policies on Subjects Mlssed Durlng Title I Instructlon

Title I. 1nstructlon took place during the school day at a8

‘percent of the-schools. Nearly 60 percent of the schools had-a

<

policy on the natuxe of the regular instruction that students
Qe receiving Title I services,.'sixtyetwo per-

could not miss whi

cent of these policies.protected regular read;ng services, while

44 percent protected mathematlcs.

Characterlstlcs of Title I Staff and Staff Inserv1ce

Title I teachers had 5 5 years of teach1ng experlenceh on

average. They Spent 57 percent of the1r tlme durlng the week
-working W1th students. In 27 percent of the districts Tltle I

‘staff were exempt from noninstructional dut1es. Nearly 20 per~

cent of Pr1nc1pals wefe satlﬁfled w1th the Tltle I 1nstrUctlona1

e

staff. On average, T1t1e I 1nstructors attended nine inservice

~

sessions‘durlng a typrcal school year. Title I D1rectors

L 1-10
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-were to establish a Parent Advisory Council for the district and

.considered these sessions to be valuable'for‘their staff, but 12

_percént of thé districts provided no inservice training for

Title I staff. - ' . *

Parental Invelvement

.Underfthe previsions of the Title I legislation, districts

4

N

usually one for each participating school or pProjegt area. These

counc1ls were to adv1se the district about the plannlng. 1mple—

_mentatlon, and evaluatlon of the Title I program.; Chapter 1 of

2 . ’
ECIA no longer mandated the establlshment of these counc1ls,

though it Stlll required parental 1nvolvement. The Dlstrict
Practices_studyigathered data on the functioning of the councils

under the 1978 legal‘framehdrh and 'the anticipated changes under

»

- Chapter 1. - ) : _ ' P .

Pafent'Advisegy Councils

;' Nlnety—four percent of the dlstrlcts had a dlstrlct—level

council, and 89 percent of these dlstrlcts reported that all

Title I schools had school—level councils. Title I Directors
reported that eightly-one percent of these councils -advised local-
admlnlstrators on program plannlng, 1mplementatldn ;r evaluation.
However, for eaeh_of these areas, at least 19 percent of the
cduncils had no‘input at all.‘ Codncile'in Smal%er distticts had

less input than those in larger distficts.

Burden of Parental Involvement Requirements

Parental involvement was-ranked-as the most burdensome ef

: < . # :
the legislative requirements for  Title I programs, even though

- v 1-1135 S
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the amount of time administrators devoted to this activity

<.

averaged less than 10 percent of the time spent on administering
Titfehi. More than half the;Directors reported that there were
problems ohtaining council memhers and‘getting them to attend
meetlngs.

4

Ant1c1pated Effects of Chapter 1, EdIA on Parental Involve-
ment . B :

»fAbout one~fourth of the Directors felt that the councils
would operate as they had before.' Most Title I Directors, how-

’ ever, pred1cted changes in- Parent AdV1sory Counc1ls under Chapter

‘1\

| l; " Almost 20 percent believed that both the d1str1ct and school

‘ adv1sory councils would be effectlvely eliminated. The district
. ,
adv1sory counc1ls seemed to cause the.least pfbblems and seemed .

to be the most likely to reﬁa;n 1ntact: However, ‘almost a third
of the D1rectors (32 percent) thought that either the district
adv1sory counc1l ‘or at least some of the school adv1aory ?ounc1ls
would be»reduced'or e11m}nated.

Funds AllooatlonfRequlrements - . v/

. The Title I funds allocatlon provisions contalned four .
-1nten;elated requlrements des1gned ‘to ensure that Title I/funds
were_spent for the»purpdses 1ntended by angressf The law
generaliy reduired that districts maintain their own level of
fiscal effort for free public education,.that'state and local
services in Title I attendance areas were comparable 'to those

o [}

provided 1n non-Title I areas, that Title I funds could only be

used for costs exceedlng the average per-pdpll expendlture of




-

4

- L .

state and .local funds, and that Title I funds had to:supplement
» . - . . A - . v ,. ' Y
~and got supplant the state and local funds to which Title I
“ . .

children were entitled.
1

s

. . 5
> . - -

The“District Practices Study focused on local school dis-

»
.

... trict officials' overall assessment of thHese requireménts since
: -~ aq

other recent studies had more fully examined actuaf local imp;e—

mentation under these prov1s1ons.

Malntenance of" Effort

Nlnety—four percent of the dlstrlcts reported that they had

no difficulty meetlng Tltle I standards for malntalnlng state and

local effort.

_.Comparablllty - . '

Nlnety—two percent of the d1str1cts reported no d1ff1culty

'qith meeting the.Tltle'I*standards.

ExXcess Costs

Iy AJ

. Ninety-one percent of the districts reported no problems

AT .

b 4

with the exceds costs requirements. .

Sdpplement—Not—Sgpplant

Twenty-eight percent of the Diredtors reported that'their_

districts had.problems implementing'some aspects of the

supplement—not— upplant requlrement.‘ Three percent of the dis-

tr1cts 1nd1cated that state staff had ra1sed issues concern1ng
supplantlng when rev1ew1ng the1r.app11catlons. There is some
ev1dence that Directors confuse supplement—not—supplant v1ola—

. tions with potential general aid problems.‘
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Anticipated Effects.of'Chapter 1, ECIA on Funds Allocation
Requirements _ B

Over one-third of_the Title I Directors could not predict
the effect*pf the changes of the_maintenance of effort, compara—¢
bility, ané supplement—not—supplant requirements when they were
interviewed .in the fali and winter of 1981. Initially} however,
-a 1argeiproportion of these Directors were,favorably disposed to .
the revised naintenance of effort (48 percent) and. comparability
(58 percent)‘requirements. o

State Influence on District Practices

-, - -

Title I was administered through an intergovernmental systemA

in'which.states,were to: _approve Title I applications ‘from dis-

» -

ftricts,_monitor Title I programs, coriduct fiscal and compliance
_"audits of 1ocal programs, provide technical assistamnce to dis-

tricts, and deve]op state policies and regulations. PreVious

.

“research had shown that states differed cons1derably in” how the?

carried out their administrative responsibilities under Title I.

-~ .

Th ’1978'1egislation was intended to standardize some of these

pradtices. It was difficult te conclude that this effect had

e

-been realized because districts w1thin the same -state had' very

idely differing opinions about the nature of state regulations

o 0
: -3

compared to”Federal regulations.

Monitoring and Compliance Auditing
' :
Nearly 80 percent of the districts reported no increase in

». - ¢’

the frequency of state monitoring VlSltS since 1978 and 30 per-

r'ent Stated that they had net been audited by state or Federal

S

officiais in three years. A few of the districts_that were

v
.



B

audited had changed their programs as a result of audit excep-

tions.

. Technicai Assistance

3

Nearly one—third of the districts reported that they
received no technical assistance from the state. Those that diqd
were satisfied with this support. Only about one-third of the
districts'that substantially changed their Title I programs con-
sidered the state to -have influenced the change. On the other
hand 45 percent of the Title I Directors who reported that they
would like to make changes in their projects cited state opposi-

tion as a significant barrier.

Participation of Nonpublic 'School Students in Title T

Congress included several new provisions in the 1978 Title
law to address_the possibility that students in nonpublic schools
might not have been receiving their fair shate of program ser-
vices. Essentially/identical provisions were incorporated under

1)

the legislation for Ghapter-l of ECIA. Educationally deprived

'children who res de in a Title I/Chapter 1 pro:ect area and

'v

attend .a nonpublic school should have the same opportgnity to
receive federally funded compensatory education services as their

public school counterparts, even if the school”they attend is

«outside the project area. -.Expenditures for public and nonpublid>

students should be the same within a district, taking into

-

account the number and needs of{the students.

Scope of Services to Nonpublic School Students

In i978, 59 percent of the districts with nonpublic students

provided Title I services’to some of those students. This

| )
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percentage declined %o 56 in 1981. At the student 1evel; the

o

partioipation rate'of,nonpubliolstudents increased by just less
than 6 percent, while the public student participation Eate
inoreased by almost 18 percent over the same time span (1978-81).
Most distrints reported little or no change over the  last severali
years inatheirmprocedures for determining.whether nonpublic

schools had students living'in:Title I attendance areas.

Nature and Intens1ty of Title I Services to Nonpubllc School

Students
C .
Compared to thelr publlc school countelparts in the same
d1str1ct, nonpubllc echool students, ou averagde, had Title I

classes which were of a shorter duratlon, smaller in s1ze, and

with a lower pupil-to—instructor’ratio." Like their publlc schoolv'

counterparts, their Title.I instructors had taught, on average,

approximately 5 years. Virtnally all of the serbices—providedito

nonpublic students were provided in pullout classesz More than
20 percent of the d1str1cts that served’ nonpubllc students in th

Title I progect did so at a locatlon other than the nonpubllc

school those students attended <

r

Local T1t1e I Evaluatlon and Tecthcal Assistance

~'By 1978 districts were required +o follow specified evalu-
ation procedures, including the use of one of three well-defi::ad
L
local program plannlng. Federally s:oported Technlcal Assistance

Centers [TACs] were to prOV1de ~2lp in 1mplement1ng these models,

' and the states ‘could provide 51mllar-ass1stance. As reported

above, Directors of local projacts viewed evaluation as one of.
: : , -
1-16 - 40
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' evaluation models, and to use the reswlts of these evaluations in



the necessary but burdensome reguirements- of the program. The

l District Practices Study also collected data on the usefulness of

the results and the quallty of the ass1stance given ny state ‘and -
Federa] agenc1es.

UtilitY'of Evaluation Results

In dlstrlcts that had made changes 1n e1ther the grade
LY

,lcvels served’or the subject matter to be emphaslzed about 25

percent reported that formal program evaluatlons had 1nfluenced
the dec1slon to make changes. However, needs surveys, staff

recommendations, and changes in funding levels were c1ted more

-frequently as reasons for ma} " 1hanges.-’Flfty—three.percent of

" the Director's indicated that eyaluation results were very impor-

tant in making changes in the Title I.curriculum, while only 16

percent gave evaluation the same importance in making'staffing

’changes.

Technlcal Aselstance

Nearly 45 perCent of the dlstrlcts 1nd1cated that the strate

'Tltle I off1ce had helped to develop cor improve the1r evaluation

practices: - Twentyeslx percent of the districts reported that one

. of the federally supported TACs had been helpful in this regard.

e L S ) , oo
'Nonetheless, there was COnsiderable variation of opinion within

”

tates regardlng the helpfulness of the state offices and the

TACs. R -
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«CHAPTER 2 .

PROFILE OF.TITLE I | B

GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

A}

. To prov1de a context for the f1nd1egs about the management

practlces of d1str1cts 1mp1ement1ng Title I pro;ects, this chap-
_ »

“ter descrlbes the natuze and scope of the services prov1ded to
' Title I students, the. allocatlon of funds across budget cate-‘

‘gorles, and ;the t1me allocatlon of local T1tle 1 adm1n1strators.‘

. ~

The spec1f1c questlons that d1rected the 1nqu1ry and hlghllghtsl.

of the f1nd1ngs are presented below.
, ,
® What ' is the nature of the d1str1cts thu; received
' Title I fundlng? » ..

3
4

-_.Approxlmately ‘90 percent of the"ationfs schcol dis- -
~+ tricts received: Title I fundlng ring the 1981-82 -
school year. ‘

- Seventy—three percent of the Title I d1str1cts had
enrcllments below 2,500 students; 22 percent had
enrollments between 2,500 and 9,999. The rest (5
percent) had 10, 000 ‘'or more students enrolled.

- i
. = Slxty-nlne percent of the d1str1cts were in non-
D metropolitan areas,; 25 percent were in urban

fringes, afid 6 percent were in central c1t1es.

- In 17 percent of . the d1str1cts, fewer than five per-
cent. of the students came from famllles at or helow
the proverty line. in another 17 percent of the
d1str1cts, 25 percent or more of the students came
from such families.

’

® How did districts allocate their Title I budgets?

- Nearly 80 percent of the funds were expended-on
instructional services. .’ The next largest budget
item was "fixed- charges, " such as ‘personnel bene-

B fits, accountlng for 7 percent of the budget.

r” ) .- .. Administration costs- consumed anothier 5 percent of -

- the budget. -
. . : - _ .k
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o What -were the'gréde levels most commonly served, and
Wwhat Services were provided for Title I students?

- Seventy-two percent of the stddents served were in
‘ . grades 1 through 6. At legst BO percent of the dis-
A tricts served students in each of grades 2 through
5. Fewer than 18 percent of the districts served
.'students in grades 10 through 12.
, — gervices were almost universally provided -in read-
» ing."Almost-two—thirds'ofathe districts reported
: that mathematics was part of the Title I program.
: Language arts was included iB the Title I prodgram in
' c one—third of the districts. ' -
- Ninety—twb'pércent‘of the districts employed a bull—;
out design for program services, while 30 percent '
used an inclass design. - Most of the districts
utilizing the inclass design were large (enrollment =
greater than 10,000 students). ' , ’

.o How do Title I Pirectors allocate their time?

- Eighty—thgeé‘percent of ﬂé;“Directors have no other ;
paid. administrative support. They are sclely o
_responsible for the administration of the project.

- of the time they spent on Title 7. the Directors

- reported that 25-percent was spent on preparing

- applications and reports and an qual percent of
time was spent on managing or suvervising the .
~instructional program. Developing and managing the

° Title I budget, eValuation;?and~organizing and meet- .
ing with parents each took 10 to 13 percent of the
Director's time. ' ' S o

) Which of the Title I legal requiremen®s did local
. Directors perceive to be necessary - achieve the pro-
gram's goals, and which v.or: perce’ .ed to create the
" most burden? ., '

- Directors of Title I projects found the legislative
requirements for comparability (documenting that

' each Title I schodl had a level of service compara-
ble to the average level in non-Title I schools) and

" parental involvement (including the parent advisory
councils) to be the most byrdenscme and: the least
necessary to meet program objectives. : "

- Among those requirements considered necessary, eval-
uation and student selection wexe considered to be
‘ ‘ .

“

1
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burdensome, while the supplement-hot-gupplant,
school selection, and providing for adequate size,
scope and quality of the project Were not regarded
as burdensome. A : :

-

.
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‘students.

R Cd
INTRODUCTION

B N . . ‘ : .
-~ - This chapter presents a profile of the districts receiving

Title i;funas during the 1981—82 schooi year. It also describes

how the program was. admlnlstered at the'local level,,lncludlng

A

“—data on use.'of funds for 1nstructlon, adm1n1stratlon, and other

budget categories. Data are also presented which descrlbe the

range. and type<o€'serv1ces that were prov1ded to Title I

[
4

Findings presented in this chapter are based .on mail ques-

’tionnaire data collected in the fall of 1981 from Directors of

T1tle I programs in 1,793 school dlstrltts. A response rate of °

' 87 percent wagwachleved, and the result1ng data were weighted so
that a11 results would reflect natlonal est1mates of what‘Was
: tak1ng place in the T1tle I program. Details on the sample

‘selectlon and we1ght1ng are pres%pted in the Appendlx to this

I

resource book. The’ reader should assume that a11 results pre-

s

sented in the remainder of‘this chapter reflect a nationally

representative pioturé of Title I.

~PROJECT DEMOGRAPHICS

-

We’ estimated that approx1mately 90 percent (12 797 das-

-

tr1cts) of the ‘nation's school districts recelved some type of

//

T1tle I fundlng during the 1981 82 school year.
' Tlitle I* projects can be . .clfaracterized by a séries of demo-.
graphic variables that provide a context for understanding the

local operation of the program. ~Three: demographic variables were




used to select our sample: district size,,distrlot poverty

level, and urban1c1ty. o , A .
i The size of a T1tle I dlStrlct was measured in terms'of 1ts~

total pupil enrollment in 1981, Based on the total enrollment,,

four size groupings were establlshed.‘ These size groupings are

, descrlbed in Table 2~ l. Many subsequent analysqs will related

. these size categorles to other characterlstlcs of Tltle I

’

projectsa | : ' ‘ - o :". \.
: K ’ B Y
7 "TABLE 2-1 | x
_ PERCENT OF TITLE I DISTRICTS BY DISTRICT SIZE |
District ' - Percent of
Enrollment Grouping s Description " Title I Distrlcts,
10-2,499 Students ~ Small’ | S 13y
2,500-9,99¢ o ‘Medium L
10,000-50,000 _ Large .. | P
>50,000+ ‘ Among 60 1argest N |

[

As is readily apparent in Table 2-1, the greatest percentage of
Title I districts (73 peroent) can'be'characterized_as_small |
d1str1cts enrolllng less than 2,500 students. = Large districts,
defined as enrolllng more than 10,000’ students, account for less
"than 5.percent of the nation's Title I districts.

The urbanicity of the Title I projects natlonally is
'descrrbed in Table 2-2. The majority of the Title I- projects
.(69 percent) are located in nonmetropolltan'or rural districts.

- Oonly'6 percent of Title I'projects are located in central city .
districts. l ' | | |

- |

-
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.. : . TABLE 2-2
- ) ‘
PERCENT OF° TITLE I DISTRICTS BY URBANICITY

Percent, of

Projectzdeation» ‘ Title I Districts
Central City ) - : 6
Urban Fringe . . 25 ] "
Nonmetropolitan - . 69

A district's poverty level can be described as a function..

'of the percentage of -students who come from families at or beléw
the poverty line. These percentages were clustered iptowfourf
groupings for this study based on the Orshansky poverty index, as’

o

shown in Table 2—3;

o o TABLE 2-3 - : - T
PERCENT OF TITLE I DISTRICTS BY POVERTY LEVEL -

Percent of Students !

LY
o -

From Families At or . co _ Percent of.r .
Below Poverty Line . Description Title I Districts
A ; 4.9 ' “ Low Incidénce- ' o . 17 ;“ ..
5 ;.11.9 . _"Moderéte Incidenceb L 35
12°- 24.9 . High Incidence R A
25 and over .'.I_ Severe Incidence . - 17 .

<

And;hérAdemographic variable for portraying the Title I

national program is the geographic location of Title I projects.

2/ ’ . B .o : )
5 . : . ‘-
. . . . . -
- [N
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Progects were . grouped 1nto four reglons used by the U S..

Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census (See Appendlx A).

The reglonal dlstrlbutlons for these prOJects can be found in

r

. Table 2-4. ' .

. R e TABLE 2-4

PERCENT OF TITLE I DISTRICTS BY. REGIONAL LOCATION

-

Percent of

-Reglon R .\ | i Title I Districts
"Northeastﬁ ' _‘ ”/' . 22
North Central . T “ 39 ‘
) ;' soﬁth . 3 ',' - _7' 23 -
West. _ | _ o - 17

‘ Accordlng to these four ba31c demographlc varlables, the

typlcal (modal) T1t1e I program was located 1n a nonmetropolltan

or rural North Central dlstrlct with fewer than 2,500 students

and,wlth\approx1mately 8 ercent students from low-income -
s

]

families at or below the poverty'llne.

-
s .

I
!
i
|

One 1mportant dec1sJon that school admlnlstrators must make

is how to allocate the1r funds between 1nstruct10nal and non—

- ) '

1nstruct10nal act1v1t1es. Table 2-5 shows that in both 1976 and

PROJECT”EYPENDITURES

1981, district adm1n1strators reported allocat1ng a preponderance

of T1tle I funds to 1nstruct10n4 74 percent in 1976 and 79

. }
. . N . . 1




. * TABLE 2-5 e e T
.. / - . ‘1'

' DISTRICT ALLOCATION OF TITLE I FUNDS . .-
IN 1976 AND 1981, BY EXPENDITURE ITEM . '
. * ) g N : s
Average Percent of Total Budgek ] 'w, " - -
. o - IR » - Advanced Technoloqy |
Expenditure Items NIE Survey — 1976*% | Survey - 1981
- T . ; R . : .o
Instruction - : 74 R o 79j; -
“Auxiliary services. . . - i . _ :
(e.g. parent tralnlng, o . T - .
health services) , . 5 ° o _ 3 R
Administration (cost of . o ' _"-.'5 e

salaries and equipment
- for District Coordinator,

' > -

other staff, and evaluation) 4 . " . © 5 ..
.OperatiOn anésﬁaintenence 2 - . F C % | e

% x . :
'Fixed charges (e.g., | : _ '
‘personnel beneflts) B & 5 | ' 7 )
Capltal outlays ' .‘ ' o 1 S .5 .

,- . . . . .

-Others (e g., "debt
.service, school securlty, v . '
miscellaneous) - ) . 3 = - k% .

’

i
. 3 ?

*Sources: National Institute of Educatloh, Compensatory Educatlon N
Services (Washington D.C.), p. 19; Memorandum from Payl Hill, - '
Chief of Compensatory ‘Education Division ‘to Mr. John .Jennings,:;

Majoerity Counsel, House Educatlon and Labor Commlttee, August.ll, °
1977. : ) .

L
S

**This cafegory was not included in.the Advénced Technélbgy .
survey and may account for some of the expendltures not reported
in other categorles. ’ o - : ) - .

s

¢




percent in 1981.* Much smaller’ amounts. were allocated to fauxil-
iary services (such as Title I nurses and counselors), adminis- |

tration, operations and maintenance, fixed charges (which include

i

frinée benefiks'td_teachers and administrators), and capital out-
lays (equipment purchases).** Moreover, as‘Table 2-5 illus-
'gréﬁes, tiese*allocgtions éaryllittlé from tﬁe.findings of  the. )
o Natiohal Institﬁte of Education‘stuay, whiéh eg?mined"the Title.I
progr;m in thg 1975-76 scﬁool“year. The only.discrepancies——in
iﬁstrhction_and.fixed cﬁafges——may.be due to some requndenﬁs'
inclﬁdihg fringe benéfits to teachers iﬁ ﬁhe insfrﬁétidn cate-
gory.. |

J

- Project expenditures can also be expressed as average per

pupil éxpenditures for €ach district. ' When per pupil expendi-
' . 3 ¢ . . 7 ’ ' : ’ ’ ‘ . .
tures are broken down by district size, urbanicity, poverty e

level, and region, some interesting patterns emerge as shown.,

f t
“~

. . : : o . o . .

*These are self-reported budget figures, which should.be ipter-
preted cautiously. For example, we know from case study data
that some Title I -Directors included in their instructional
budget Title I resource teachers who provide services to class-
room teachers but never serve children directly. One could argue
that. these salaries should be -included in the administration
category. ‘ ) '

**The mail questionpaire did not give detailed definitions of
these budget categories.’ Thus, some of the conclusions about
budget allocations must be tentative. One difficulty with these
aggregate budget ‘data is that the subcategories do not sum
‘exactly to total budget allocations. This may be explained in
-part by the failure to include an indirect costs category in the
.mail questionnaire. When Title I Directors added this category--
which can include costs allocated to locally provided accounting
and payroll services, computer time, space rental, and utili-
ties—-indirect costs typically ranged from 2 to 5 percent. If
assigning these expenses to indirect costs is widespread, this

" * would account for the money missing from the subcategories.

° i
L
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in:Teble 2-6. Per pupil expenditures tended to increase with
the size of thg\district. The largest dlstrlcts in the country,
for example, spent $68 more per pupil than small dlstrlcfs, on

- average. The greater the proportioq of students below the
poverty level, the more expensive it was to provide Title I

services. Per pupil expenditures were also higher in the North

. Central districts:

TABLE 2-6

- PER PUPIL EXPEﬁDITURES BY DISTRICT SIZE, URBANICITY,
.. POVERTY LEVEL, AND GEOGRAPHIC REGION

Per Pupil

. ; . o Title I
District Size L : Expenditures
Small : | | . $558 " °
Medium $551
Large $615
Certainty (among 60 largest) _ $626

- Ufbanicity .
Central City : : . $628 ST
Urban' Fringe : . - $514
Nonmetropolitan $578
Poverty Level )

. Low Incidence ' ' ' o $528
Moderate Incidence ' ' $555
High Incidence : $590
Severe Incidence : '$604 .
Region
_Northeast o . $526
North Central o _ $630
South T : $551
West , 5 : _ . ’ $530




LOCAL ADMINISTRATION

Since the focus of the stqdy was on local district prac-.
tices, emphasis was placed on studying the activities of the.
Title I Directofi‘ The ty?icai Titie I;DirectOr.has.worked in his
oi. her school district anvaverage of 11.6 years and has been a
Title I Direetor for almost € years. Approxiﬁate;y'83 percent
have no other paid administratitv support. Of the remaining 17
percent who had additional paid administrative support, 58
percent had the help of project oL currlculum spec1allsts, 38
_percent had a parent 1nvolvement representatlve, 36 percent had
an evaluation specialist, 36 percent had a fiscal specialist, and
20 percent mentioned additional support in clefieel and other
administrative areas.

Administrative Activities

‘Title I Directors who received the mailvquestionnéire were
asked to indicate what percentage of their time was spept admin-
istering the program. Table 2-7 shows, as -one would expect, that
Directors in larger districtsvspent more time in their adminis-
tration of Title I than those in smaller districts;

e The Directors were asked how they apportioned their time

5dministering Title I across eight tasks. Table 2-8 presentewe"
¢ summary of these a&minisﬁrative activities for @istricts arranged

by four enrollment size catego:ies. For the typical (i.e., ¢’

moéal) Title I school distfict, over 50 pereent of the adminis-

trative activity involved'preparing Title I applications and

*
'




TABLE - 2-7 |
PERCENT OF TIME TITLE I DIRECTORS SPEND ADMINISTERING
TITLE I, BY DISTRICT ENROLLMENT SIZE*

b} .

- District Enrollment

L) .

Percent of Time Admin- | Percent Percent Percené\f/
istering Title I . Small - Medium . | 'Egzgs
0-25 o 73 . ' 43_1' o 15
26-75 . 18 ‘taé' o 35
76-100 . ) 'é' B 23, - | _‘-50.

(760)** (618) - . (322)

-

*Column. totals may not total to. 100 percent due to missing daﬁa.

**Number in parentheses below Iige in this and subsequent tables
is the number of respondents to this item.

2
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"TABLE 2-8

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF TIME SPENT ADMINISTERING -
- . ASPECTS OF TITLE I, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT'
¢ ¢ e ' ' I Typicai
Activity Small ~ Medium Large Certainty District '
Preparing = - 27 22° 20 .14 . 25"
Title I. } . | B
applications/ S - ] , ' .
reports _ . '
Developing/ - = 13 14 ’ 15 ° - 18 13
managing : : ' '
Title 1 budget } - X
Managing/ 24 29 31 40 26
. . supervising '
* ° instructional PR .
program o ,
'lelng staff/ 6 - : 6° 6 i 5 o 6 -
arranging tor : : - o
training N - .
Organizing 10 - 10 S L ) ‘ 10
and meeting o . o ;
with parents _ S - "
Dealing with 7 .. 8 - 8- -8 -7
Federal/state - - : . .
: of£1c1als ' o ,
‘Evaluation 13 - 11 11" _ 7 ‘ 12
Other 1. . 1 1 o1 _ 1
(742)  (e02) [ (315) ' +(30)
V

Q o oL | 5—14‘ 59




;reports (25 percent), and managing and supervising the’ Title I

instructional program (26 percent). _ Mahaging the budget consumed
13 percent of the time, evaluation took up 12 perceht, and parent

involvement reqﬁlred lO:percent:.iThe.remaining 14 percent of

"time was~spent'on staff;hiring.and training,_dealing with Federal
and state'officials, and other miscellaneous#activities. K

An inspection of Tahle 2-8 ihdicates tha;.admipistrative

activities for Title I Directors can vary substahtiallyhbased on

- a district's size. For example, ‘DirectoXs in small districts

spent 27 percent of their time prepari ‘Title I applications and

reports compared with only 14 percent_of.Directors' time in 30 of

the nation's 60 largest districts. -These differences might have

- <@

’been related to large d1str1cts having more'admiﬁistrative per-
sonnel to help with the report preparatlon wh11e smaller district-
" Directors could rely only on themselves to” oomplete the required .
reporting. Managing the budget ma;'more.time-consumingrin larger
‘d1str1cts. Budget'activitles accounted for 18 percent of a

D1rector s t1me in the larger d1str1cts compared with 13 percent

< in the smaller districts. The act1v1ty with the greatest dlffer-

N\

ences in admlnlstrator s t1me 1nvolved managing the 1nstructlona1
program. On the average, small d1str1ct D1rector3'8pent 24 per-
cent of their t1me manag1ng the 1nstructlonal program compared to
40 percent of the t1meespent by” the D1rectors of the largest. dis-
trlcts.i Not surpr1s1ngly then, in the/largest districts, com-

: 4

munication about the 1nstruct10nal programs was more involved and

assumed. a greater portion of the Title I Directdr's -time. -



Necessity and Burden in Title I Administration

In order’ to understand the perqébtions of Title I Directbrs
fegarding burden of the legal‘requirements of Title I, 10
“requifemgnts were identified which were most salient for these

'Directors. They were: . .

e Ranking and selecting project areas'(i.ef,.procedures -
for -selectidn of project areas) o T
o . Ranking and selecting students (i.e., procédures for
' determining which children will be served with Title I
funds) . : ’ : C '
c Parental involvement, including advisory councils

(i.e,,.the nature and extent of -parental involvement in
the planning, design, -and evaluation of the Title I
project) ‘ .

. ° Complaint resolution procedures (i.e:, prccedures for
processing, responding to, and reporting problems
‘raised by parents or other individuals)
@ - Evaluation procedures (i.e., use of evaluation models
' for assessing gains made by students in the Title I
program) . :

) '. Suﬁplement—not—supplant pfovisioné (i.e., data to .
. ensure that Title I funds are added. to and not:iused._to .
replace state and local funds)

) Maintenance of effort prbv;sioﬁs (i.e., an %ssurance
that funds from state and local sources did not
decrease) ' - - ' : .

'Y Comparability procedures (i.e., documentation that the.

level of services in every Title I school must be com-
parable, or roughly equal, to the average level in non-
Title I schools) L ~
° Excess costs determinations (i.e., documentation that d
Title I services are supplemental using various program °
design approaches, e.g., limited pullout, pullout,
inclass, and replacement) . .

e Adeqﬁate size, scope, and quality (i.e.f an assurarice . °
that Title I gervices are of sufficient size, scope,
and. quality to give reasonable promise of success)

2-16
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o Title I Directors ranked theseelements of the legal frame-

Wdrk on a continuum of most burdensome to least burdensome. - They

also ranked all of these elements on a continuum ranging from
most necessary to least necessary, lRankings range frem 10 to 1,
with 1 rebresenting the most. necessary and most burdensome "
act1v1t1es and 10 represent1ng the. least n;cessary and least -
burdensome activities.* |

An examination of the.average.rankinqs for the necessity
dimensfbns shows that mean ranks range fromad;7 te 7.7.** Ranked

from most necessary to least"necessary, the jtems and their
P

associated average ranklngs were:

® ,Ranklngs and student seIECtlon (1.7)
-;; Evaluat;on procedures (3.5)
® 'Ranking- and selecting project areas (4.2)
.- Adequate size, scope, and;quality'provisions (4.8)
® ..Supplement—nothupplant provisions (5;4) ’
@  Parental involvement.(5.6)'
® MaintenanCe 6f'effortﬂprovisi6ns (6.5)
® -,Comparablllty procedures. (7.3)
o T"xcess—eests—de«t_erm-:l.-nata.ons—.('1+5)
e CQmplalnt resolution procedures_(7.7) %

. N
*To validate this ranking approach, similar questions were asked
during site visits to 100 districts conducted as part‘of this

study.- Results from questions in the Title I Director interviews
indicate that when the Title I Director is.presented with similar
questions in.an open-ended‘ format, similar’rankings of burden.
compared  to those of the ma11 quest10nna1re are obtained. -

-
»

**A comparlson of mean ranklngs to med1an rankings indicates no-

fdlfferences greater than .2, so only mean rankings are d1scussed.

Y

K e o l ‘ ' L ;'
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_Tne average rankings on the burden dimension- ranged from 3.8

to 6.5 and included, in order, from most burdensome to Ieast

- burdensome: e .-
e . Parental involvement (3.8) i
o Evaluation procedureg (4.2) ‘-

® Comparablllty procedures Q‘\t)

‘ ° .Ranking and selectlng 'students (5 1) _
"
e Supplement—not—supplant provisions (5.5) ‘
° Maintenance of effort prouisions (5.5)
°o Ranking and selecting project areas (6.0)
o'_ Excess costs determ1natlons (6.0)
e . Adequate size, scope, and quallty prov191ons (6.3)
° Complaint-resolution procedures (6.5)

\
\ n

On the burden dimension, the rankings more closely clustered
around the mean»and spanned a narrower range. Such .a distri-
bution suggests generally :less agreement about what was burden—
some than what was necessary. Thus, T1tle I D1rectors agreed
more on the necessary elenents of the program, while purdenscme

rankings were affected b& other factors such as district size.

_To understand more fully how the Directors perceived these
requlrements, Flgure 2-1 plots the mean ranklngs of the 10 items
on a two~iimensional graph. Each quadrant of the plot corre—'

sponds to one of four types of perceptions:

e  Most Necessary and Most Burdensome Items
- Evaluation ' ' r).

- Student selection

11
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MEAN RANKINGS ON BURDEN AND NECESSITY FOR

TITLE I DISTRICTS
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" Least Necessary and Least Burdensome Items
i

Complaint resolution . ,

" Determinations of excess costs

Ma1ntenance of effort
B i

Most Necessarx and Least Burdensome Act1V1t1es
: 1

Supplement-not—supplant ' )
' ' /

- Adequate size, scope, and quality ‘ f
> : : : !

- Targeting ' L
Most Burdensome and Least Necessar& Items . ' |

- Comparabiiity ) .
‘ v
!l

- «
' il
i

Parental involvement .

It is notewortlly that those provisions of the 1978 Title I
. ] \ L/ ;f .

!

|

legislation that were -deemed to have been the most.burdensome

.

.
f

and least necessary by local directors (i.e., .comparability

and parental involvement) were substantially modified by the

- Chapter 1, ECIA legislation.

Ia
@

STUDENTS SERVED BY TITLE I ' )
Table 2 9 presents a preakdown by grade of the prolected

A

number. of publlc school students served by Title I in the 19?1-82
Accordlng to theése pro;ect10ns,”4“279 111 pubﬂlc

“school yedr.
echool students were served by Tltle I during the 1981 82 séhool

Including all neglected or de11nquent [N or D] stude ts,

year.
We also est1mated

the projected total was 4,575, 800 students.
that Title I served approx1mate1y 198,650 nonpubllc students
Includ1ng all public’ school# N or

dur1ng the same school year.
D, and nonpubllc school students, we'estlmate that a total of

]

\

- 2=20

635




.

PROJECTED PUBLIC AND NONPUBLIC:
IN TITLE I DURING 1981-82 SCHOOL YEAR

Projected .
Participation Data

Public participation.
based on grade level
estimates
- ° < .

Public participation
based 6n total esti-
mates, incL?ding N or D

»

-

Nonpublic partic¢ipation

TOTAL .

TABLE 2-9

based on total estimates .-

..

o

-

»

Numbeyx. of Students

Sérved by Title I

1

- A
4,,279, lll o’

N
4,575,800

198,650

-

' 4,7743450

PARTICIPATION

-
)

Percentage
Total

of .
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4,774,450 students were served by T1t1e I (see Table 2 9). This

representq approx1mate1y a 12 percent dec11ne in service using
ED s enrolluient figures for 1979-80 as a base. *
/ .

A majority of students served were.'in the elementary grades.

A

Approx mately 72 percent of the students served were 'in grades 1

through 6. . Only 10 percent of “he participants were in grades 9

’.
»

chrough 12 and 6 percept were in prekindergarten and kinder-

{
garten programs. Thus, Titlb I programs placed the greatest

emphas1s on serv1ng stﬂdents in grades 2 through 5. ’At least éO

percent of a11 districts serve some students_ 1n these grades (see

.

Table 2—10):

TYPES OF SERVICES PROVIDED ° ' . IR

.

!

. . .
g o

Reading continued to be emphasized in Title I programs. .

.

Next in 1mportance-was mathematics.‘ Almost two—thirds of the

districts reported that mathematics was part of their Title 1

'y

programs.' Other 1anguage arts was included in the Title I
program'in approx1mate1y oneJthird of the districts. Englishlfor
students of limited English background was part of the Title I
grogram in- 11 percent of the districts, and a smail_percentage of
districts offered:other subject areas such as_speciai education .
for the:handicapped (4 percent),and vocational education (2 per-
cent): - L | ; - ‘
hanges in‘Title I subject areas since 1978°were_reported by

30 percent of the mail questionnaire districts. Moré districts

have added or increased’ Title I services in the aréas of reading,

mathematics, other language arts, and_English.for_students of -
v 222!
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TABLE 2-10

. PROJECTED NUMBEk‘OF PUBLIC SCHOOL TITLE I PARTICIPANTS ,i

SERVED BY GRADE LEVEL DURING 1981-~-82 SCHOOL"YEAR o

_ Percent of Projected Number - Percent
D - Districts Serving of Title I '+  of Total-:

Grage.‘N the Grade- - Students Served = Number Served -
1 .. e ——— ) . " f

. Pre~K - 4 © 45,228 23

 Kindergarten 3; 22 . 230,775.' ' 6 "
A o 463,832 EESTE
2 . _ 0_ 8 . . 642,327 | L 18 i
3 TLes o se2y o~
4 84 '-}i..f . 515,085 T 12

(%28
-

P s Lt s . . i :
‘80 - . - 494,872 - S 12

. N TR .. 420,928 BT A
_ | 7 50 . N L. ' 295, 383" . | o . .7‘ ”
8- Y B -248,575.. ' s !
9 | 23, © 1e7,i26 4 . a4
0, . s 11,18 o s -4
l l . ' ) 14 ’ ¢ o B . __19’_2;.0_3__—...‘ - ~—A~—. ' ‘ 2 :
12.1_ ‘ . 12 ' .. 47,388  _ R .
ToTAL Lo S ,4;279{111‘: SR  11°°
\ . } . K . *
‘ . ‘ 4 . - * .
. a N ) v’
. ., \ °
1 bt ‘ * . 0



.
C.e

q.

limited-English background than have dropped or decreased ser-
vices in these areas. The reverse is true for special education
and vocational programs. The most frequent reasons .reported by

districtsvfor these changes of emphasis in subject areas were:

) -Changes’ in Title I funding level (44 percent of T /
those districts which have made changes) )

e - Data from formal needs surveys (41 percent)

- ‘@ Teachers' or Principals recommendations (38 percent)
F °. Results of formal Title I program evaluations (27 per-

cent)

e Parents recommendations (26 percent) )

® New state mandates or emphasis (24 percent)

Most districts continued to-choose the pullout model rather
! thanithe inclass.model. Ninety—two percent of the districts sur—'
veyed by mail employed a pullout design either exclusively or in
combination with the inclass_design. In contrast, only 30 per-
cent of the(mail survey districts reported using an inclass
approach for part or all of their program. -
District size (as measured by the number of students '
enrolled) and budget allocation played no major role regarding

'the likelihood ‘of a district to use the pullout deSign. "However,-

the use of an inclass deSign was Significantly correlated with

——dtstrtrct—srze-‘—‘For the—30-percent—of themail quc:»u.:.unrra-l—fe—d—]:s-—
tricts that used the inclass design, very large districts and |
large districts were far more likely to employ the inclass model
than small districts and medium districts.

.District administators indicated, for the most part, that

there had not been much change regarding the use of the pullout

2-24
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design in their Title I program. Tén’percent of the districts

indicated an increase in the usé of pullout, and ten percent

indicated a decrease.

SUMMARY . T
7 - Title I services'reéched'4,8 million studerits in more than

90 percent of .the nationis échool districts. Services were
almost universally provided in reading. 'At least eighty percent
oé ﬁhe districts provided services in one or ﬁore of the gradés
frpﬁ two'through five. The number of students served had
declined by almost 12 percent from two years earlier. The typi;
cal project,émp;oyed a pullout design,’although sbme‘(espécially'.
larger) districts were trying inclass designs.

Administrators found evaluation and studert selection
requirements to be burdensomé but hecegsary, thlé they believed
comparability and éarentél involvement to be at least as burden- -

some and far less necessary.

~3
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.CHAPTER 3 ' -
SCHOOL 'SELECTION AND T"RGETING

GUIDING. QUESTIONS AND HIGHL1GHT" OF STUDY FINDINGS

e What information sousces did districts use in selectlng
schools?

- By far the most common :r formation source for school .

selection decisions was free or reduced price lunch
counts.

z

e Did districts tend to select all ellgiblé schools or
did they select schools from a2 pool of those ellglble?

- Nearly three—fcurths of the school dlstrlcts pro-.
vided Title I funds to all eligible schools.

° How extensively were districts using options for school
selection allowed by the Title I legal framework?*

- The most frequently used school selection option was
. ranking by grade span, *hough other options were -
also used by substantial percentages of the nation's
school districts: many dictricts, howewver, were
unaware of options available to them.
® What were districts' objectives in choesing 1nformatlon
sources and school selectlon options?

- Mot dlstrlcts, in choos1ng 1nformation sources and
school selectloﬂ options, sought to maximize the
number of schools that would participate in the
prograri, and a substantial number of districts
experimented with differen* sources or options to

_*These options included (1) selection of schools serving only

certain grade levels; (2) eligibility of schools according to
enrollment data, where attendance area demograshic infcrmation
made the area 1nellglble-:TBYzéllglbllltyzof~any—schooi~or*f
attendance area. having a poverty concentration equal to or
exceedlng 25 percent; (4) selection of areas or schools according
to incidence of educationally deprived rather than low-income
children; (5) continued ellglblllty, for a limited time, .of .
schools previously served (a "grandfather" clause); and .(6) the
option not to serve schools receiving services similar to Tiuvle I
under a state or local compensatory education program. These
options are discussed more fully in the next section of this
report. 5
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: test the results before f1nally ch0051ng a d1str1ct
pollcy. :

e  What cr1teria_did districts use in allocating=Title I
funds to schools?

- Three-fourths of the school districts allocated
Title I funds to schools accord1ng to the number of
chlldren selected to part1c1pate in the program.
‘There 'is substantiai evidence, however, that
informal judgment, not just counts of participants,
played a. slgn1f1cant role ln funds allocation.

. What were district officials' assessments or opinions
of aspects of the Title I school selection provisions?

' = Most districts. ‘would prefer to select Title I
' schools according to achievement data, but this view
was far more prevalent among ‘small districts than
large d1str1cts.

e ~WW’hat d1d these off1c1als believe would be the effects
o of ECIA school selectlon requlrements?

9

- ‘Just over half the school d1str1cts believed that
they would have the same flexibility in selecting
schools under ECIA, even with the possible elimina- '
tion of T1tle I school selection options; a similar
percentage of T1tle I Directors, however, believed
that ECIA's school. and student sek;ctlon provisions
may ingrease the dlfflculty of implementation,
change the program's intent, result in transforma-

¢ tion: of the rogram to general aid to schools, or
lead to wasted funds. )




SUMMARY OF LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Under Title I, a school district generally was required to
use its Title I funds only in "school attendance areas having
high concentrations of children from low—income families" (§122

(a)(1)).* Furthermore, districts were usually required to rank

-

attendance areas by poverty concentration, using the best avail-

able poverty measnre,*? and serme them in . ~der from highest to
lowest.*** . :
| School districts, however, couldmrank_areas by grade span,

an option that provided additional choices in determining eligi;
bility of school attendance areas. A district desiring to limit
its Title I program to grades K-6, for example,‘could choose to

‘rank only‘the'attendance areas with schools serving those ‘grades.

This district would not have to consider serving;éecondary school

*"High" was interpreted to mean average or above (see 46 F. R.
5136 et seq., §201.51, January"19, 1981). However, any area
having a 25 percent or greater concentration of children from
low~income families could be considered eligible if the total
level of Title I and state compensatory education expenditures in
Title I areas served the year before remained'in those areas at
that level or was increased (§122(a)(l)).. Note: Statute cita=
tions can be distinguished fradm regulation citations by the
latter's use of decimal, points in the numbers.

*%*§201. 51(b)4

***"A local educational agency could carry on a‘.program X pro-
Ject assisted under this title in an eligible school attendance:
area only if it also carried on such program or project in all
other eligible school attendance areas which are ranked higher"
(§122(a)(1)). There were exceptions to this requirement, though,
which are—aiscﬁssed in the follow1ng paragraphs. . :




areas, even if they had poverty rankings higher than all of. the

elementary schdbl areas. In‘addition to this option, the poverty'

.'ranking requirement had six exceptions, designed "to give dis-

. tricts more flexibility without'watering down the targeting

features. intended to give .the program a focus when funds are

o

limited" (H.R. Rep. 1137, pp. 20-21).

First, in districts where there was "no wide variance" in

‘poverty concentration among attendance areas, all areas could be

e

;served, including those below average. Second, a school  atten-

dance area having a relatively high concentration of children

4from low-income families could be passed over, or "skipped, '"in

favor of an attendance area haVing a "substantially greater"

concentration of dhildren Who were educationally deprived.*

Third, a school .attendance area 1n1tia11y ranked higher

could be skipped if that area was served by a state compensatory

education program providing "services of the same nature and

scope as WOuld.otherwise be provided" by Title I (§122(e))a‘
Under a fourth exception. an attendanée.area receiving
Title I funding in one year could remain eligiblelthe next two

succeeding fiscal years,'even if it ceased to have a high concen- .

tratiop of - children from low-income families (§122(c)) ,Thel

fifth exception provid—d“tﬁ‘f—a‘schooi-not located in an eligibleﬁw _—

area, but nonetheless enrolling a kigh concentration of dhildren

_*A district, however, could not use this exception to serve a

total number of areas greater than the total number of areas that i

would have been eligible if the only factor conSidered as
concentration of dhildren from low-income families (§122(a)(2)

(a)).
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from low income ‘families*, was treated in the same manner as an

eligible attendance. area (§122(b)). Finally, the sixth exception

allowed attendance areas having a 25 percent or greater concen-
7trapion-of;childreh‘from low—incoﬁe famil?es tb be served if
certain conditions were met (§122(a)(1)).

Selecting attendenceareas'for;ritle I services involved not
only ranking areas end usihg oétions and exceptions but also
deciding- whether to cencehtrate the_probrah on a few eligible
areas (§124(d)(e)) : This-decision dffectea the selectiep of
students and was often dlfflcult to make. A decision not to
se;ve one or:nore eligible schools, for example, meant low-
EChieving children éttending them received no service, wﬂile
perhaps some higher—abhieving'studeets ihetarget schools did

benefit. _bn the otﬁer hand, a disﬁrict that éhose to sefve every
eligible school may have feund its use of Titie I funds limited |
to providing a few sefﬁices to the 1owest—achieving'children,
ratherltﬁan-more comérehensiye services to a broadef’spectrumvof
educationally deprived children‘in ehe highest ranking schools.
 “Under Chaéter 1, ECIA, the provisions goverhiné seh001 
selection require LEA gran£ applicatipns to assure that propesed

projects will be (1) "conducted in attendaqee areas . . . having

the highest concehtrations of low-income children”; (2) "located

"*This condition might huve presvailed n an attendance area where
;large numbers of chlldren from high-iocome families attended
private: school. :

75
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 from low-income families" (p. 8). - -

in all attendance areas of an agency which has a un1formly high

concentraticn of.such children"; or (3) "des1gned to ut111ze part
of the~availabie funds for services which promise to prov1de
i/ : : .
’signiffcant'hélp for all such children'serVed by such agency"
(§556(b) (1) of ECIA). - \
_The proposed ECIA regulatlons, 47 F. R. 32873 (July 29,

1982), do not further explaln"hlghest concentratlons ‘of

low-income children";. however, a draft nonregulatory gu1dance

”document 1ssued by the Department of Education on April 22, 1982*

states that this prov1s10n does not "requlre an LEA to serve

attendance areas in rank order of their concentration of chlldrmn

The proposed regulations do not explain the meaning of "uni—
forinly high concentratlon," but the draft guijdance document
'tates that this clause is "similar to the 'no-wide variance'’
prOV1s10n in e e . the Title I regulations." The document sugy-
'gests that poverty concentratlons among attendance' areas cuuld be
‘deemed "uniformly h1g

if the variation between (a) the percentage
of children from low—-income families .in the

* ‘attendance area with.the highest concentra- -
- impn of' such children and (b) the percentage
of children from low-incomes families in the
attendance area w1th the lowest concentratlon

~

*y., S. Department of Education, Nonregulatory Gu1dance to Asslst
State Educational Agencies in Administering Federal Financial
Assistance to Local Educational Agencies, for Projects Designed. to
Meet the special Educational Needs of Educatlonally Deprived )
Children under Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and -
Improvement Act of 1981 (Apr1] 22, 1982, Draft.)

&
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of such children is not more than the greater
of 10 percent or one-third of the percentage
of children from 1ow-1ncome families in the
LEA as a whole (p. 7).

,Regardlng the ECIA soption to use part of " Chapter 1 funds
for all such chlldren, the proposed regulatlons state 1n §200.49

that '"such ch11dren means all educatlonally deprlved 1ow-1ncome

t

ch11dren served by the LEA. . The draft. guidance document states
that thishclause "provides a new . option that was not available -

under Title r":

v .

The Secretary 1nterprets th1s subsectlon to
permit an LEA to use part of its Chapter 1
funds ' for services that promise to provide
{slgnlflcant help to all low-income children
served by the LEA,. regardless of whether :
" those children-are in attendance areas that
quallfy under [the _"highest concentratlons"
or "uniformly hidgh concentration" clauses].
Thus, rather than establishing a new pro-
cedure for the selection of attendance areas,
[the "all such children" clause] actually
creates an exception to the requirenient that
services be prov1ded in ellglble attendance . ,
areas. - (pp. 6-7) - ¢

The draﬁt guldance document, however, suggests that services for

children particlpating under'this new option "must consist of

services that pronise'to'provide significant help in meeting
};the[ir] special educational needs" (p. 9).

'The Chapter 1 statute omits the Title I school selection |
——— ptlons.ill_to_sklp_a_hlgher_ranked_attendance .area..if a. lower ------ e

g ranhed area has a substantlally greater"‘concentratlon of

educationally deprived ‘children (§122(a)(2)(A));¥(2) to skip an

aréa'serned by a state or 1oca11y.funded‘compensatofy»program

providing services of the "same nature and scope" (§122(e));




(3) to serve a formerly ellglble sdhool (§122(c)), (4) to serve a

school by us1ng the enrollment exceptlon (§122(b)), and (5) to

serve ‘an attendance area w1th 25 percent of greater concentratlon

of ch11dren from low—1ncome fam111es 1f certa1n condltlons were

°

met (§122(a)(l)).. Another ECIA prov1s1on may deem these om1s—

L

sions slgn1f1cant'
The provisions of Title 1 of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act’ of 1965 which are |
not spec1f1cally made appllcable'by this
chapter "shall not be applicable to programs
authorlzed under th1s chapter., (§554(c))

The regulations do not address the cont1nu1ng v1ta11ty of

these T1tle I optlons, ‘but the draft gu1dance document sugaests

-that the last three remain avallabl under Chapter l *

Regarding the'"formerly‘eliéible" option, the%documantb-'w '
acknowledges-that: | _ : ' S '
Tulnlike Title 1, the Chapter 1 statute does
not include a provision that permits an LEA.
to continue to consider an area to be eligi-
ble even if it does not .currently quallfy as.
an eligible attendance area. (p. 8):
The document continues, however, implying that an attendance area
determ1ned ellglble on subm1sslon of the district's application .

may be deemed ellglble "for the ent1re period covered by the

LEA's appllcatlon.' Under §556(a) this period is three years.

*Regardlng the f1rst optlon, both the ED comments on the proposed :
rules and the draft guidance document suggest that. "LEAs may

.consider data on educational depr1vatlo 'when' selecting project-
‘areas from eligible attendance areas,'’
.data on educational deprivation may

ut they do not state that
used to determine the

eligibility of schools for Chapter 1/services. 47 F.R., Pp. 32873
(emphasis added). :
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LEA's dpplication.” Under §556(a) this‘péfiod is thrée years.

. " ; . . | _
Regarding the Title I option to use enrollmenp data for
- , . : - i

schools not located in eligible attendance areasrjthe draft - -
) e

) R s o st - "
@ . .

- guidance document clearly states that this option%remains avail-

able (p. 8). Also, the document states that the b25=percent-

rule” is, one permissible method "for identifying |attendarce areas
: s ;

" e having fthe'highest concentration of low-income child:en'"

(p. 7). Finally, . the&document statea that.éfade—épan ﬂrouping;;_.

! ‘o .
previously allowed by T1t1e I- regulatlons, thou h: not ‘mentioned-

., in the T1t1e I statute, is Stlll an ava11ab1e 7ptlon under

Chapter 1 (p. 7). o’ . : . - '.;

'REPORT OF SUBSTANTIVE'FINDINGS'XCRéSS INSTRUMENTS

/

_'Tables 3-i'and 3-2 conéern the data soufqu'districts used
to select Title schools or attendance areas a%d Titley I Direc-
tors' reasons for choosing these data. Tabia[4-l shows'tﬁat the .
most commoa datadéourge used.was free or radJced pricé lunch'
counts. Aa Table 3-2 iﬁdicates, the ava11ab111ty and accuracy of
the data were the most frequently c1ted reasgns for their use by

Title I Dlrectors who were\1nterv1ewed.

. e
Data from District Practices Study'mai% questionnaires

revealed that 48 pe:Qght_of_the;distnicts—u%edwgradé—span—group&~4*
: ing; Table 3-3 indicates that other schoo# selection options

. ! _
were used by substantial numbers of distri?ts.* However, many

: |
- _ i

*One exceptlon,cthough, was' the option to skip schools that

received state or local compensatory edchtlon services similar
to Title I. This optlon was not ava11ab1e to 77 percent of the
school districts. :

’
o



TABLE 3-1° ¢

DATA SOURCES USED TO SELECT.TITLE I SCHOOLS
OR ATTENDANCE AREAS IN SCHOOL YEAR 1981-82

A}

» Percent;
Free or reduced price 1undh counts 1T
' AFDC enrollment ' ' | _ 36 -
Census data;on'family_ineome o ' 5 " 19
Free bteakfastncounts {‘_ 8
Nunber neglected and delinguent childrent* 8 .
Number non4Eng1ish speaking” families** 3
Employment statistics 2
Number children from migrant families 2 |
Orshansky Index . 2
‘Other sou;ces T - L 28
(288)***‘

_”ﬂ_e_eEercentages—ln—thLs—column do not total to 100 percent~stnce
districts -sometimes used more thah one data source in selectlng
Title I school attendance areas.

**While these are not data sources recognized Dy the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education for the selection of title I attendance areas,
they were indicated as sources used by seme dlstr*cts for such

. selection purposes.

“

***Number in parentheses below line in this and all subsequent
tables is the number of respondents to this item. : .

. )y’
3-10

N TN




hd : . L9

i

TABLE 3 2 N
TITLE I DIRECTORS REASONS FOR USING DATA SOURCES IN
SELECTING SCHOOLS OR ATTENDANCE,AREAS FOR 1981 82

» 4
. .

. 2 N
] . . i e N
L. N ., B . - .

- . . . B
I . ° .

‘g CoeT ) L o Perdent*
- ' : . L —
-Availébility of'souroe(s)~' S 49
Accuracy of sodgce(s) brm v . T 29'{£
¥ - S '
+ M)
Mandated or recommended by state L g : 13
Number other source(s)'cons1dered ', 13
Maximizes number of schools or students '_ ) _lr’ "
R 'ellglble o 'u'-{ N . ‘Il
Not appllcable——only one school s . :
in d1str1ct . : T o 7
/ ». | . S , .
No 1dea why _ ' S ' o ;6
“ Other——e g., other sources 1nvade ' k.
' privacy; used by county (all - _
less thap 5&» . ‘ . 22
(100)
4 [}
.,!J hd ~

*Percentages in this c.'wmn-do not total to 100 percent since.
more than one response to the gquestion- was permltted.




TABLE 3-3

OPTIONS USED TO SELECT ATTENDANCE AREAS OR SCHOOLS

Percent Sayihg

Percent Saying
Option Considered Optior Not Appli-
cable to District

Percent  DPercent
Used Unaware
OPTION N Option of Option
Formerly )
eligible - 267 20 3
"No wide
variance"--
all selected 1 2 4
15 rule o 15 20
|
w  Skipped one or
~more eligible
areas recejving
state or local
compensatory ,
services 268 9. 1
Used enroll- |
ment data 244 46 %
Ranking and-.
selection by - | o
oW achievement 4 20 - 038

g |
*All previously served areas/schools still eligible.

**Average poverty level in district below 2?%.
ERIC o

IToxt Provided by ERI . l

~ But Not Used

11

7

41

2

6

54**

[



districts are unaware of the 25 percent rule, or the options to
use enrollment statistics or ranking by achievement data.
Response to the mail questionnaire-showed that 30 percent of
the districts experimented with-different methods of school
selection before making their final choices. Table 3-4 indicates
schrol districts' objectives in choosing data sources and selec7~
tion procedures. Most sought to maximize the number of schools
or students served while only a few districts defined their‘
objecL-ve as concentration of services on a few schools or stu-
dents. T-e mail survey data also showed that’ 74 percenf of all
districts served every eligible attendance area. o o
Table 3- 5 shows the criteria used by distr1cts to distri-
bute Title I funds to those schools that had: been selected to
participate. Most districts computed_these'allocations according
to the number of participating'students in each school. |
Tables 3-6 through é—9findicate localladministrators' views
of Title I school selection provisionsy'as well as'policies they
would prefer in the absence of,legal criteria for school selec—
tion. Table 3-6 presents district officials' assessments of.the
'school or student selection procedures,most‘crucial for‘main—
taining the goals of the Title I program. Of interest, only 18
percent of the mail survey respondents Cited the .need to concen-
trate services. |
Table'3-7 preSents district'officials'.opinions regarding
the most burdensome aspects_of the present school ‘and student
selection'requirenents, Twenty—six percent'of the mail question-

naire respondents reported that the burden associated with these

84
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' TABLE 3-4

PRIMARY OUTCOME DESIRED IN CHOOSING
DATA SOURCES AND SELECTION PROCEDURES

Percent

Service to maximum number , -

of schools or students 58
Service to some areas or , 4
schools from previous year . 33
Concentrate services on a small ‘

number of schools or students ‘ 6
Other A 4 ) ‘ : ‘34




TABLE 3-5

'CRITERIA USED TO ALLOCATE TITLE I
DOLLARS TO PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS

.

.Peréegt*

VNumbeé'of students sélectéd‘for : | .
services : . ' - 75
Prorated based dpon previoué years S

allocation ' ) .19
Informal judgment of need o ~'I. ;8
Povefty level of school ' ' o . 11
Other o | ) 8

| g (250)

-

*Percentéges in this column do not total to 100 percent since
, more. than one response to the.question was permitted.

. . . . .- ¢ t
. . i . } . -
. v - - . - ) - ve >
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TABLE 3-6
PERCEIVED SCHOOL AND STUDENT .SELECTION PROCEDURES
OR REQUIREMEN‘I‘S MOST CRUCIAL FOR MAINTAINING

: ' S GOALS OF TITLE I PROGRAM

; Percent*
Plan according to educational needs .
assessment and evaluatioa ) ' 26
Concentrate services. = . © 18
other (combined category) : ; ' 17
Involve teacher o . -7 16
Select educationally disadvantaged | ) .
students - b ‘ 14
Fiexible selection to serve individual :
students ' : ‘ L _ 4
Involve PAC - - : | T3

R YTt (364)

*percentages. in this column do not total to 100 percent’ since-
.more than one ‘response to the question was permitted.

4

. 3-16 s -



B TABLE 3-7

PERCEIVED MOST BURDENSOME ASPECTS OF TITLE I SCHOOL -
' ‘ AND STUDENT SELECTION REQUIREMENTS

Percent*

No problems - - - ' ._L'26
Testing'stu@ents/eValuation . - 12
?aperwérk ' »'i | a © 11
Poverty 1evél criteria i  ' - 8
Comparability | : - ' . 7
Scﬁ§ol/dis§rict advisory cou%@%;s l | 4
- -Limiting funds ;é targeted schogls 4 3
Compliance wiﬁh regulations . o .2
Other aspeéts.', | | ' 2
. (336)

i

*Percentaces in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more than .ne response to the question was permitted.

~
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TABLE 3-8
| |

PREFERRED CHOIéES FOR SCHOOL SELECTION CRITERIA,
IF O REQUIREMENTS WERE IMPOSED -

Percent Small Percent Medium Percent Large

Districts ~  Districts ,Districts
Primarily.achievemeniﬁdata - | 16 | . 5 47
Primarily poverty data - ey b | 9 | 10
v lve botﬁ equal weight B 18 | n % 43
Other } g ) 0
w e

Percentikll ,
~ Districts

64
8
28

1

o7

B



- TABLE 3-9

~ ASSESSMENT OF THE CRITERIA FOR SCHOOL SELECTION THAT ACTUALLY
WOULD BE USED IN THEIR DISTRICTS IP NO REQUIREMENTS WERE IMPOSED

Percent Small Percent Medium Percent large  Percent All

Districts ~  Districts  Districts - Districts . |
'g‘Primarily'achievement data 17 ' 58 Y . T
Primarily poverty data | Y - 0 6
.' ( ‘\‘ | :
Give both equal we1ght : 20 30 Y/ | %
‘ ' | S N
Y Other AN o3 0 1.
L o ; | e 53
0 | —— —— | m— L —
S e () (24) -

'"' 01 4. - . I S o ‘ NI




c

_requirements'posed no problems. Eight percent, however, cited
the obligation to use poverty level criterié,.while 4 pércent
mentioned the requirement that funds had to be limited to
targeted schools.

‘Tables ‘3-8 and 3-9 indicate the mail survey respondehts'
preferred criteria for schoql selection, as well as the criteria
‘they expect wéuld be usedlih.the absence of legal requirements.
These* data, reported by district size; indicate a préference for
AEhievément dat; over poQérty data, par;icularly in smallu
districts. |

’ Tables.3-1o through 3-17 report distric£ officiéls‘ inter-
pretations and assessments of ECIA school.selection pro§isions.
While Table 3-10 shows that 70 éercenﬁ'of the districté will con;.
tinpe'to servé.the same schooig now sefved under Title I, Tables
3-11 and 3-12 indicate thag substantial nuﬁbers ofIIQCal adminis-
‘trators view ECIA as not fequi;ing services to schoois in order
of.- poverty rank;ng. ‘

Table 3-13 sﬂows_that a substantial minéfity of districts,
particularly smali distridés,“believe they will qualify ali their.
schools under ECIA‘s “uniformly high concenﬁration“ provig}én,
tyough they do not now‘quai;;;tﬁndér_phe Title I "n6 wide vari-
‘ance" :.clause. _ i | |

3\

Table 3-14 indicates that 30 percent of the school dis- 3

tricts believe their flexibility will be reduced by ECIA's fail-
‘ure to include Title I school selection options among the new
étatutory provisions. ‘Table 3-15- reports those districts'

i

perceptions of the éﬁrrent Title I options thouéht to provide

3-20 .
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TABLE 3-10

EXPECTED PRACTICES ASSUMING LOCAL DISCRETION UNDER ECIA TO
DEFINE "HIGHEST CONCENTRATIONS OF LOW-INCOME CHILDREN"

[y

- Percent
Continue to serve same schools/areas .. 70
Probébly serve more schools/areasg ) 10
Probably serve same number of schools/areas C ?_
but. some different from those now served C 9/
. . '/ /3
Lo L . v . ¥
Probably serve fewer schools/areas - ' 7 4
informed interpretation_nét possible’ at. .. _
this time . . _ 8
{ wh‘
< : (218)*

S e

-

~,

*Responses sought only from districts having more than one
school. ' , -

V\\~ B



TABLE 3-11 . “ ‘

o, TITLb 1 .DIRECTORS' INTERPRETATIONS OF ECIA
L ' "HIGHWST CONCENTRATIONS" PROVISION

;;’ ' . Ay ’ ‘ M >
:5.f~wf' - _ ' Percent
. zf',,“",‘.'" v . . PR . — .
j.Sgrv1ng 1n stnictnorder areas’ w1th concen— .
.ratlons as ngﬁkor h;gher.than average Y37
e 4‘5 ".,.l.'-’\ Do ‘ ' )
SerV1ng areas w1thcconcentrations a&”hlgh R
or'hlgher than average, but. not necessarlly B :
in strlct rank order ° : ST 227
Serving areas having above a certaln ' o
percent of low-income students \ o 12
_ Other ' S R &
pon't know T | S, 17
- No answer given = -, o - R Y A
u ) (1009
¢ ¢ .
5. ¢ N
v,
°
[y
U \
it
3-22
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TABLE 3 -12

k . .
> L}

. LIKELY DISTRICT POLICIES IF NO ADDETIONAL GUIDANCE RECEIVED
- CONCERNING ECIA "HIGHEST CONCENTRATIONS" PROVISION .

. ' Percent Y

Serving areas with concentrations as high
or higher than average, but not necessarily
in strict order - T . 26

3

Serving in 'strict order areas with concen=

trations as high or higher than average . . 23
Serv1ng areas ‘Having above certain percent :
of low-income students : - : 13 .
Don't'know ‘ . S . 4
. Other—--e.g., serve all‘schools egqually; serve N .
all possible schools (all less than 4%) 14 .. ’
No answer given ' » z - 20-
- | . (100)
N .
AN
2 .
'(\.
. S
¢
)
) P
v 4 (
{. I
4 .
¢
N -
)
< . - v -
) N °




vrZ—-¢

)

Wil qualify because -
presently quallfled
under o wide varl-
ance" optlon

Will qualify under new © °,

.pfovision though not
preséntly quallfled

Will not quxlify because:
district vaviances stlll
too 1arge '

Informed 1ntergkﬂtatlon
notLp0551ble I

. Other oo

,] .

Q ¢

[:R\}C

[RRoi o povides o Evc “‘ é‘ ’ t

R TABLE313 e

Ve R PERCENTAGE oF DISTRICTS EXPECTING 70 -QUALIFY UNDER ECIA'S

"UNIFORM HIGH CONCENTRATION' PROVISIONS
'

. h“a '
Percent Small ' Percent Medium = Percent Large

Percent.All

*ResbonseS'sought only.from.distribts having more than one school.

* Districts Districts  “  Distriets  Districts
L \ Vo 0
/ f“ o :
Co 50 +30 8 3
\ ' d ( ,
L I R 15
- o |
e 8 | ' 0 . 74 . 3l
. » : : ) i .
o'\ v !
couwe o hw 18,
. '.'.,. ‘ ' Y ¢ v-,
i0 AR 0 1
') \' ' ¢ " , - v
'\ ‘ . 4"" 4—;_ - ..’" ....-...-......
- {96) (80) () (20)*
{4 o -y 1o
\ \ ' ‘
‘ v, 0 ,
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AN
;

) %
N ' L TABLE 3-14 ° N
) -~ B -~ r ,\ ‘ ‘ et - : '
. . PER_CEIVED EFFECT ON DISTRICT FLEXIBILITY OF ECIA'S .
", . .ELIMI.NATION OF TITLE 1 €CHOOL SELECTION ‘OPTIONS,
" . N . - - . .
o v ) : - . '
-y *
b ._ - N
' ‘. ; . : ) T Percent
. . . _."\ * ) . .
. € Flexibility would hot be limited .Y 570
“ Flexibility would be limited ' " .30
‘ L : ]
Informed _iqterp'fetation not possible . 13~
. . . * : . ,_. L] h - .
. - : . ) . '
- : : ‘ . (215)
7 - PN ’
. = N\ - vy’ .
- ) ‘.. . .
) - ’
' *Responses ‘'sought only from districts having more;'_than one
" school. ’ - o \
—_— . ox . ,
) ! m M A 1] .
rg N .- 9
A 5 '
< : ) '




: TABLE 3-15
TITLE I SCHOOL. SELECTION OP% ¢ ° ¢RCEIVED
TO AFFORD FLEXIBI: - '

’ < ,/
J' . _ ' ’ ¢ ,Percentﬁ‘

Formerly eligible option B S ) 573\,

Ranking and selecﬁiod-bﬁ*low adnievemeht' : .54

25 percent rule ,.' ) , . . 43 ’

No wide variance rule . e - .5'42'

Grade span raﬂking"A\~ - L 35

Sklpplng 5chools rece1v1ng state . _ .

compensatory serv1ces similar to Title I . 24 *
. ) -'JA .’ 4

Use of enrollment data : . e B « 21 .

L | o ' ’ . (58)**
i L]

. Q ! . . . ! . N -

vr *

f *Percentages in this column dé not total to 100 percent 51nce
more than one respamse . to the questlon was permltted. '

[

« ,**Responses sought-only from mail’ survey districts perce1v1ng
‘loss of flexibility due to ECIA s ellmination of Title I school

selection‘options.-. o ;
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* ' / )‘ ) . E.’\--- . - : | . ) » £
. ' . ' ‘ o ; ) Q = ! ’
TABLE 3-16 :
B ;e ' DISTRICTS' INITIAL ASSESSMENT OF ECIA SCHOOL “ ' :
* ' AND STUDENT SELECTION PROVISIONS oo > o ’
Percent Small Percent Medium Percent Large' Percent éll'
K3 3 ) . v 3 v 3 3 - - 5’ ~ . " .
aQ Districts Districts - Districts. |, D.lsgrac 5
L . . J
. . : . . ]
Nefdless restriction. on , . : ., " o
lotal practices - . : 10 15 . -9 . o IT
. Provide needed flexibility 43 30 ' _ 24, - l. . 38
r y -t ‘ " e S
W' . Provide flexibility, but services . . T ‘
R may be diluted at ‘expense of , o Lo T
i 'students presently in program 46 ' - 753 - . 67 S 49
‘-;"’-Other . . . 1, ,2 e 0 . \ A
- - . s T
(220) (82) - (34) - © (336)
) Y L ) ' ’ o .
v
4 ~ r
|. .~
. AN d » t
» , “* '
‘l \ 1 ’
«
Al . . . é" . [ .
IS , ( , - - B
' . [
. 3 . . ' .
ey ’

T




TABLE 3-17

- ANTICIPATED EFFECTS OF ECIA STUDENT <
. _ AND ,SCHOOL SELECTION PROVISIONS

» . Percent*
. . ) { !

May increase flexibility, but might increase .
difficulty of implementation, change intent

of program, or result in general aid or ) : \
wdsted funds . T 53 .

¢ : f . o - '
Little, if any, effect . - 2%
o fChanbes'are positive - N, - ' 20 :

- o : ' : -t ' -
Change will occur in selections 14
Pr0per use of flexlblllty will depend on - ,
district's Jnte§r1ty . _ 13 S
Other—-e g., want little change; amblguous .

(all less than-4%) _ T 20
L 7 . ' % :
oL ' _ (83)
el .
’ - s ]
t ‘
- .

f "

Percentages -in thlS column do _hot total to 100 percent 51nce
- moye than. one response to the questloh was permltted.
| . , - S .

L] ) .
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flexibility - These dlstrlcts reported that tte formerly

- ellglble and low achlevement optlons,'ln particular, provided

1mportant flexibikity. ,Other options were also deemed “to, offer -
~ ’ ‘., ¢ . . . *
_considerable flexibility. .
LT PEY

Tables 3-16 and 3-17~report initial, overalI assessiments of.

ECIA's school angy student selectin provisions. Approximately

haff the respeﬁdents'believed that ECIA may afford flexibility} )

[ °

but that services may be diluted at the expense of students cur-

rently in T1tle I programs.

SUMMARY

Most districts, using:tallies of.stddents reeeiving free or

B

‘reduced price lunches, identified aﬁd'selected for Title_I ser-
vices all schools that oculd be deemed eligible. To this end, a

number of districts experimented with'alternative school selec-

LIENY ,,

tlon methods to see in advance the results they would.produce.
¥

Many‘dastrlcts, however, were unaware of the options avail-
- : @ .. 4
. . . . : 8, .
able under Title I. Districts that were, aware of the options
used -them with some frequency, and a substantial percentage of

districts believed their elimination under ECIA -would reduce
flexibility. A majority of districts, however, .did not perceive

‘a loss of flexibility under ECIA. ~
~ - In fact, district officials" initial assessment of ECIA pro-

visions was *that they allow.more schools to be deemed eligible.™
Many, however, believed se:z}ees,under Title I, resulting in

s : _ _ : q oo
‘reduction,of services to students currently in Title I prcgrams.

e




CHAPTER 4 s .

L STUDENT SELECTION - < v
' l

.GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

-
7

e Did districts tend to 'select all eligible students or -
did they select recipientss from a pool of those .
ellglble? s

- Forty-four percent of the<51strlcts served all .
eligible students, while 56 percent of’ the districts
selected program participants from an ellglble pool;

. however, the percentages varied by district size (50

, percent of the small districts served all eligible
students, while the percentages for medium, large,
and certainty districts were 29, 19, and 28 ,

. respez:;vely) d '

. —_ !

) o What procdgses did the ‘districts use to select
’ . students?

. - Nearly all districts used cutcff: scores on achieve-
P . ment tests to select students, but they were used
- - exclusively in only some districts; three-fifths of
- Iall districts reported'that teachers could decide to
give Title I services to students above the cutoff;.
a similar number of districts reported that teachers
_could decide  that students :below the cutoff did not
need the services; 25 percent, of the districts
reportéd that one factor considered was a student's
potentlal for success.
What did dlstrlct officials belleve might be the
effects of Chapter 1, ECIA student selection requlre—
. ments? .

A Y
0

Y

= "Most Pr1nc1pals and. Tltle I Directors expected to
' +  use Tltle I funds for non-Title I students under.
~ . "ECIA's "utilize part" provision, and 392 percent of
\ . . . the Title I Directors expected reduction or dilution
of services to current progran participants as a
result. Seventy-one percent of -the Pr1nc1pals said
. that they favored. the "utilize patrt" provision, but
L 38 percent warne hat a diluted effect or abuses of .
., Title I .funding could be expected; 60 percent of the
57’ ‘ : Title I Directors expected little or no change in
lthe student pqpulatlpn served as a result of the
. ECIA "permits" provision, but over oné-third of. the
2 . - Title .I D1rectors,9xpected that dlstrlcts would
. . serve si.udents who could benefit the® most and - not
necessarlly those students furthest beh1 d.

L. . . . L .

A 41 yae




" Does participation of limited—English—proficient'[LEP]-
and handicapped students vary 51gnf1cantly among
districts?

- Practices among d1str1cts'ranged from including all
LEP and handlcapped students in Title I to excludlng
all of them from Title I.

Are: LEP and handicapped students selected under the
same criteria as other program participants?

- Some.districts identified a number of conditions
which affected these students' eligibility for
Title I. . ’ .

- ~ ' -

Are there differences in the extent to which handi-

capped students are selected, as compared to LEP

students?

) o
- LEPs were more likely to be ‘admitted to Title I
than were handicapped students.

Do program adm1n1strators support district policies
regarding participation of LEP and handlcapped Chll—
dren?

c 8

- Most Title I Directors and Principals.favored their
" districts' policy or practice for serving LEPs and
handicapped students in Title I.ﬂ

What are teachers' views concernlng program part1c1pa—
tlon of LEP and handJcapped children?

- Regular classroom teachers more strongly favored.

) serving. multlply eligible students in T1tl§ I than
~ did Title I instructors. /

Al

BN
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Summary of Legal Requirements

Y

INTRODUCTION

[

This chapter has two parts. Part one concerns the selection

of students--bther than students with limited-English proficiency

"[LEP] or a handicapping condition--for participation in Title I

programs. Part two discusses Title I participation by LEP and

handicapped chiidren. . This division of ‘the chapter reflects two

-significant considerations: (l)'the legal provisions governing

‘Title I participation by LEP and handicapped children Were dif-
ferent from those applicable to other students, and (2) the
questions raised,by‘handicapped or LEP students'’ seiection for.
Title I were often unigue for these two groups.

SELECTION OF TITLE I STUDENTS OTHER THAN LEP OR HANDICAPPED
STUDENTS

©

g -

From the student populations of schools ¢chosen to receive
- N ‘ - e h
Title-I funds, Title.I regulations required districts to select

°

students with the greatest need for compensatory educational

. services (§123(a)).* *"Greatest need" was defined in the regu-

lations as furthest hehind in educational attainment. It was

[y

commonly understood, however, that the educable and trainable

' mentally retarded, those furthest behind in a Titeral sensg -were

» (’2
not the primary intended program beneficiaries. These students

were‘eligihle,‘though, if they were able to benefit from services

-

'.»designed to address special needs caused by educational

-

*The reference is to the Title I statute. Statute citations can
be distinguished from citations to regulations by the 1atter s
use 6f a decimal pOint (e.qg. §201 140).

}
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‘depridat:on (St‘Rep. 856, 95th Co , 2d Sess. l97é, p- A3f}46
F.R. 5136 gE seq., §201?T$d(c), January 19, 1981). <
beterminatione/of."greatest need" had to be maée through an
annual needs assessment i§124(b)) First, a school‘éistrict'had
to use "existing ans——to the extent p0331b1e——object1ve data" to
identify’ the educatlonally deprived children (§201 101) Them;
district had to use speclfled délterla" and, again, "to the

/ /
extent possible, objective daté" to select actual part1c1pants

~ from am%sgu;hose eligible’ (§201 103(a)) Chlldren in greatest. -

need were hose educatlonally deprlved children who rank lowest
based on whatever educatlonal criteria an LEA uses. . . to

identify and seledt Title I part1c1pants (Comment to §201 103,
t .\ . = ’ \ )
1 +46 F.R. 5220, January 19, 1981) The-ggiectlon of the neediest

Xudents accord1ng to thls method 31gn1f1cant1y affeéted the NS

| 2 .
allocation of Title I resources,. since LEAs were requlred to

dlstrlbute thelr Title I funds "on the basis of the number and

needs of [the] children to be served as determlned in accordance’

with [the needs assessment requirement]" (§124(e)).

I'b

The "greatest need" requirement *és modlfled, however, by: >
three_other policies: Ftrst, educatlonally deprrged chlldreﬁf-
‘jselected unde gréatest need criteria.inm a previous, year cou%d
‘continue in Tﬁtle‘I programs although!\ﬁé} had improved and were"
no longer furthest behind (§I23(b)). Second, a Title I partici-

pant who transferred mldyear te-a non-Title I schgol could con-.

R .
tinue in the program for .the remalnserxof that school yegr
: 3\ R
(§123(c)) \Erlrd, children who were ece1v1ng state compensatory\ -

educat;on serv1ces of the same nature and scope as those provided

- N - s
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-

°, under Tltle I could be sklpped 1n the selectlon of Title Irproj
N

' .gram participants’ (§123(d)) T ’ ‘ £I' o,
Tltle I was amepded in 1978, and legal standards that ‘were

included 1n or adopted shortly»after these amendments modlfled
a L Pl )
the regul ement/that serv1ces be limited to educatlonally

d prlved*chifdren. One regulatlon spec1f1ed that students other—
wis 1nellglble could receive Tltle I services on an 1nﬁ§equent

and incidental bas1s (§201. 7l(d), (1981)). Another provision
. .

. allowed educators‘paid by Title I to perform their fair share.pfy

- N -~ L) » . . L) p
noninstructional school duties (hWall or cafeteria monitoring, for

. : v S
example), even though such services constituted -general, not
) . . . ) . . ... .

categorical, assistance. A third provision allowed very high-
o A

-

iovertx schools to operate Title I sghoolwide projects and
herebyxkser\e all students in the school. Each of these modlfl—_

cations, however, was limited by standards. 1ntended to prevent

N o

dilutipon of services to eligible Title I schools and students. ‘;

Though the Chapter 1, ECIA "Declaration of Policy" rétains

the central Title I focus on educatlonally disadvantaged Chll— ;

dren, one prov1s1on'§{bthe Act states that school. districts need — .
- . } 2 . ] :

ohly have a procedure that "permits" selection of students in e

"greatest need (P.L. 97-35, §556(bf(2)). Chapter 1 regulatlons,

issued July 29, 1982, do not elaborate the.statute, but the

R |

Dep%rtment of Education's [EDns] comments.aCjompanying the, regu-
lations indicate that this provision should not be "read to allow

services to be provided to children with lesser needs, while .

leaving- more sevérely educationally deprived'children with no

'services from any ‘source" (47 F.R. 32873 (July 29, 1982)). N

o P

. - . 109
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' »

A draft nonregulatiory guidance document issued by ED April

.22, 1982* ‘states that gpe "permits” provision implicitly retairw

. A
two Title I policies--district discretion tg skip educationally
t. . . r. “ . ‘ - .. i ) . .
deprived children receiving' compensatory séryices from other
19.’.' . e J

] L . R . o - P
sources, and discretion to continue service to students selected
. ! *

' : . - . L)
in'a previous year who are no longer in greatest need:

- An LEA jay cheose to skip cértain educar A
- tional deprived children who may be '
receivj g adequate eervices from other
. sources.. Sifiilarly, an LEA may continue.to |
' provide Chapter 1 services to an educationally
deprived child even though he or she is-
not one of the children who is currently .
. most in need of special assistgnce.
: . ] ' 6 ]
Chapter 1 also authorizgs districts to "utilize part" of .~°
A C .
their Chapter 1 funds for "gll such children," interpreted.in
§200.49 of the.requlatiohs to mean "all educationally deprived,
¢ - . . ’ ., N .
low-income children served by the LEA." The draft guidance

document states this 'clause "provides & new ¢ption that was not
. ) 4 - ‘

> - . . . [ :
. éva%}able under Tlt{e I," since it allows seivices to students

fhot enrolled in an eligible school (pp. 6-7). QThei document -
'stateg, howéver; that sgfvices for these children must address
.their gspecial edﬁcational needs" (p. 9). ’ X ' - s "
! bhapter i retains thé ﬁeeds assesgment requifement -

- (§556(b)(2)), but Chapter 1 regulafions'do not further explain.

14

~ - : ) ‘ .
- 7

*U.S. Department_of'Education,’Nonregulatory Guidance to Assist
State Educational Agencies in Administering Federal Finangial

Assistance to Local Educational-Agencies for Projects Designed =,
to Meet the SEeclal Educational Needs O Educationally eErlved‘

Children under Chapter 1.of the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act of 1981: (April 22, 1982, draft).
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the statutory 1anguage./ The~draft guidance document suggests, as

‘one pos51b1e optiong a procedufe similar to that found in preV1E

w

. L4

ous Title j~regu1ations (p._11)

'Unlik Title I, Chapter 1 coﬁtains no’ requirement that’ funds

be distributed to: schoois accbrding to the “number ang - needs" of

the children 1dent1fied 1n the needs assessment. The draft guid-'_
K 2 -
ance document also notes that districts are not required to serve'

attendance ‘areas according to thein concentrations of children

-,

from‘iow-income families (p. B). A o SR

l; . . v
Summary,,of Findings _ ~¢i*> N
— S R . . . .

.

Q’ .
- The District Practices Study mail survey found that 44 per—
[} 5

' cent of the’districts (50 29 19, and 28 percent of ‘the small

r

4
medium, 1arge, and very Iarge districts respe¢tively) prov1ded
é/
. Title I services. to a11 eligible students,”while the remainder

L ad ~
selected program part1c1pants from .an- elhgible pool. These data
must be considered w1th5baution, though, since districts did not’
necessarily use’ identical concepts of eligibility. In,one dis-

. ) s . . .
trict, officials might have considered only students scoring

°

below the 25th-percentile.on a standardized test tb be eligible
and, based on that assumption, reported that the district served

all eligible Etudents. Another’ district mighﬁfhave de

students scoring below the 50th percentile to be ig%ple) but

reported that the district selects from this‘

ol of eligible
students only those scoring below the 25th ercentile. Thus,yg
1dent1ca1 practices might have beeh ¢ racterized different1y£ L
depending ‘on a district\s‘defgnztion of eiigibility; - ;d_." (

- . . - - * h -

s : . ’
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, .
N Tables 4-1 through 4-4 report the procedures districts used:

. to 1dent1fy the &hlldren who rece1ved Title I services. These
data show that nearly all d1str1ctsrused standaxdlznd tests, but

teacher.- judgment was alsouawsignaflcant factor. .
The data also indicate that selection of students for Title
Ilprograms\Was-often'a flexiblef'and sometimes elahoSate, proce-
’/vdure inyolving‘seyeral'nuances and exceptions to general rules.
. For, example, in one districﬁ six.factdrs influenced sélec— .
tion of sEudents't%'participate lnATitle'I: '(l) California -‘\

R
Achlevement Test [CAT) score; (2) whether a'student was pre-

v1ously served irn T1tle I;. (3) ‘referral by a regular program

’.
teacher- (4) score on locally made screen1ng tests; (5) whether

statewcompensatory educatlon services were avallable, and (6)

whether 1nd1v1dual Tltle I teachers had space avallable for more

‘students. In this d1str1ct CAT scores were the main criterion

Y

for selectlon, andhghe 45th percentile was the usual cutoff
4 3

p01nt. Those scor1ng thest were generally selected‘ﬁlrst, unless‘.

state compensatory education services ‘were avallable at the grade
level in question and the student was among the 30 scoring

L] - ° ’ -

Jlowest, who were customarily selected for the state program.

In this same district, which was typical of many . others,
> ;

selection by lowest score, however, was not uniformly followed.

/ﬂ‘student referred by her or. his regular program teacher, and who

giyen prlorlty ver a student with a lower CAT score. Con-
\ -

- vers




. . TABLE- 4-1

» ° REPORT OF WHETHER CUTOFF CRITERION FOR STUDENT
' ' SELECTION WAS FIRM OR WHETHER OTHER FACTORS
_ WERE ALLOWED TO AFFECT SELECTION
. ., . : N

P , S e .o Percent*
. - : EU . : _—,
Teachers may declde to give - ass1stance to o _
students above cutoff point N - "el M
/ . ’
Teachers may declde some students below ' S g
cutoff point do not need services Lo Ce 59

Cutoff cr1ter10n qu1te f1rm/except10ns

rare : o L v 47
Students prev1ously rece1v1ng services may ' - /
qualify even if above -cutoff ( 4 - 40
Students with handicaps- may quallfy even - -
if above cutoff . » N 29
Students with limited-English proficiency ,
May qualify even if above cutoff ‘ A ~ 27,
' Potential for success is 'a factor ’ .25
Other/nonspecified - : : . o 6
: el . S . '
o s , SR ' (1,637,)**

o
K

|
1 ’ 1
*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more than onegiesoonse to the question was permitted. AR
A
**Number in parentheses below 11ne in this and-all subsequent
tables is the number of respondents to this item.

-
.
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: e ';- - TABLE 4-2

-

. STQPENT SELECTION PRACTICES AND PRO"EBURES o o o
" REPORTED BY TITLE I DIRECTORS . :
¢ *v..‘A :
_ o Percent "
Cutoff between 25th and 49th percentlle ..‘/' ‘ - 33
:.'Comblnatlon’of test scores and teacher ]udgment, - S
‘emphjasis on test scores . E / ) |
: S (/ . . .
f Comblngtlon of test scores and teacher judgment,
\ empha51s on teacher judgment hoo ) y _/, .29 v
~ : : . , &
preference for students prev1ous1y served : 19
.‘\Some students bove cutoff served . 29
) ExceptionSvto pr0cedure allowed = - “ , _ | 18
Combination of test scores and teacher Judgment,
with no empha31s on either - , , 16
.\\ ‘. 'ﬂ R . - . . . . : -
Test scores only ' oL, 15°
R . s B3 T L N
NO ;exceptions o procedure allowed . 12 2
SN L ' I L
Allwstudents below cutoff served . ' 12
No'student above cutoff served . ' - 9
o ' !
‘Parental Judgment consldered ' @ v 8
."Cutoff between lst apd 24th percent11e used oo 7
) .
Not aLl students belo cutoff served 6 -
[ ' _
Other——e G-, students who can best benefit; no
. cutoffscore; no preference for students -
'prev1ously served (all 4% or less) Y o1n .
. . - S ; _— '
I'4 . . ’ .
. s | | - (00)
. [N ' - : - N
- M — - - o o
'*Percentages in this column do not total 'to 100 percent since
more than one response to the question was permltted. ° 3
'{ \ - . - _a‘.-
. - R
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, TABLE 4-3 - .
/’(\h )

PROGEDURES USED TO SELECT TITLE I STUDENTS '
 REPORTED BY PRINCIPALE .

g ) e

- C . & - Percent*
. g i S
Test scores . - .

. . s . o * ) . PR . . 74 . -
[ . . \ LA

Teacher referral : 69 g
[} - * \ .
© No exceptions-to procedure . - - o 24
» 4 N )
Lowest ﬂanklng students served first 14
, Prev1ously served student§ ellglble o 9
Parent referral : ‘ ‘ . 5

-

Other--e. «Ges classroom performance- some students

above test score cutoff (all less then 38%)° o 8
\ . r'
A S ' 3] o (97)
& , ) : .
. o .
‘ 3
.- 0 .
LY
l. . , .
o
LY " 7 .

*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent s1nce
more than one response to the question was permitted.

s - - . -
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e R

PROCEDURES USED .TO SELECT TITLE I STUDENTS
\ ' REPORTED BY TITLE I _INSTRUCTORS.

.

. s - . - - .. : .
S L4 .

o ; SRR : : - - Pe;cenﬁf'

' Test, scores | .5vl._- . . l diﬂ'
Teaéhef referral o ) ’ . 77 |

. -Previously served atuden£s eligible ,‘ 717 v
No exceptions to‘procedufé o f . .16

. Parent fef?rral - ) o R .o 9 I
Low§s£ rahkigé students served first - - 8
Some students above test score cutoff served L 7
Success in alassroom is-a ﬁéctor | o 6 a

"Other--e.g., %alth, socioeconomic, and
race are factors; duplicative services ‘ ‘&i ‘
~excluded 2(all less than 3%) ‘ 3

. (98),

E] N *®

*percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since—
more than one response to the question was permitted. ’
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-

low CAT s¢bre could be retyrned to the }egular program if she or’
_ , . PR ‘ ; o
he -scored at grade level on the local screeiiing tests. Whether
:the'stddeﬁtHWas préziously served dhs also relevant, 'since these

¥

:.,Students(yere given priority. Some studénts*scorihg-above.the
. - . : -0

45th percentile, ‘and even at the-60th_b: 70th percentile,'gould

‘be selected for the program in this district*. ' This was parti-

cularly likely if tﬁey;yere previouSly,ssrveﬂ)/the regular
. L ‘ .. R

.teééher wanted them in the progrém;fthey scored below average on

the screening tests, and é given Title i §ervicé apprppriate for

their needs (such as abreéding lab) had spaégﬂgyailable.
?nother district also used a combination of test scores and

teacher jlidgment in selécﬁing Title I students: however, - the.

order. in which thbse factors were.applied was reversed. feachers

made an initial determinétion bf the pool of students likely to

<

need compensatory services, and only those students were
tested.** This contrasts with the first .district described,

/
*ED's 1982 Report] to Congress suggests that this was not .an iso-
lated. case: .“Diﬁficulties in targeting services on the neediest
is evident, . . . 457,000 (16 percent of the students in Title I)-
Placed in the upper half of ‘the distribution, " "of achievement -
test ucores. District Practices Study data, moreover, revealed
that despite the "greatest need" provision, 25 percent of the
districts reported that one factor considered in selecting stu-
dents was "potential for success" in the Title I program.- It is-
not known, however, whether all districts considering this factor
would tend, for this reason, to. select relatively-higher scoring’
students. . . ' : :

.
- b

- **Another district that relied most' extensively on. teacher judg-=
ment rather than test scores reported two types of problems :
occasionally had emerged: (1) teachers sending students “to Title
I solely because they had 'behavior problems; and (2) teachers .
selecting too many °students in an effort to get more Title I-
resources for their school. ' ~ :

117 -
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Ve
9
f

which made initjal selections bas;% upon test scores, but allowed

_these decisions to bé overridden by subsequent teacher assess-

- L}

ment. - . - . -
. : hd . .\’ . a- . NG
- Teacher judgment-was used only to a limited'extent in oo
> i
another dlstrlct. Students’ were Belected accordlng to ‘test | '
-

scores, and teacher judgment was used only to determlne whether a

student should be retested because of &guestions aboutithe valid-
. - 4
ity of> the initial test scores. ‘, » : .

b .
' A dlfferent use of test scores and teaqher referrals

| Y

*
occurred 1n another dlstrlct, which during -the course of the

.

year, frequently ‘changed the populatlon served by T1t1e I. An

1n1t1a1 pool/of students was’ deemed ellglble on the basls of test ~°

scores. Then teachers referred dlfferﬂnt groups cont1nuous1y

a -5
-

throughout the year for T1t1é I serv1ces, dependlng‘upon whz.ch~

‘students seemed to need Tltle I most at the’ t1me.

Interviews~conducted'during the study.lndlcated'that a. /

substantlal proportlon of Pr1nc1pals and{non—Tltle I teachers
preferred to change aspects of the student selectlon procedures

used in their schools. ‘In fact, 50 percent of the Pr1nc1pa1s

. -

1nterV1ewed stated thex 1mp1emented parts of. the student selec-

-tion procedure solely to comply with 1ega1 requlrements. of the
Pr1nc1pals who, but for 1egal requlrements, would make changes,

37 percent said they de81red to ‘serve higher-scoring students,

rather than .those furthest behlnd. , S
. - > : 1. - ' ot

_"*This district’ reported that a primary result of the selection
method was prov1slonaof services to students‘other than those '~
identified as ellglble for Title I.” The Principals and teachers

."in this district expressed conslderable ‘satiefaction with this
. arrangement. ) . .

5 < . ) - 4-14 11 8 ‘ | ’ )
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’ n - ) - ’ ) .- .
Those Principals, however, apparently included many{whd were

misinformed-about the law. In response to the °ame.-question", 41

percent stated they would prefer to use .more teacher judgment in

- the student selectlon, 35 percent stated they would rely less on

a

test scores, 8 percent sald they wanted to dlscontlnue excluSLOn

K1 Lo

of handlcapped children, ahd 6 percent stated-they wanted to lookvjf;
fmore closely at skills needed by the program participants’. .%

.Federal law prohlblted none of, these practdces. ae

- Non-Title I teachers were‘found to share many of the/;rinci—
pale'“eentiments, though 3i percent said they would make no
changes in-the student selection process used.by'their schools.
&hirteen perce;t wanted\tb give nQre emphasis to seruing'students

ubestzable:tc benefit from the.proéram, and would like to see Léés
enphasie on‘serving those_fufkhest'behindf Fcurteen percent .

- stated~the_pkogram §houid not be-limited.to'students from pcvert&“
are!s. Twenty—one percent thought. more tea;her input and less
reiiance on tests would be deefrable;' Nineteen percent said they
wanted to‘%erve more studéits or“more gradee. " '

Tahle 4-5 reports data bn_afreiated topic,’ the extent to

.which districts’ were using the Title I thion.to,serﬁe non-Title

I students on an "incidental haeis." Thirty-percent of the dis-

tricts'were unaware of this option, hutfgin general, it wae more

popg}ar‘in smaller rather than larger.districts. Thirty percent
of the small districts used it, while the"comparable figure for
dxlarge'districts was 16 percent,: InterVieWs‘ef Title I teachers

- indicated that 26 percent of the teachers provided Title I

services to non-Title I students.

o 5
l’ . ¢

o : o 4£15 T1a




TABLE 4-5 ¢

t

PERCENT USE OF 1978 PROVISION ALLOWING SERVIGE
10 BON-TITLE I STUDENTS OF *INCIDENTAL BASIS"

!

. DISTRICT s1E- A

L

I

. : , i
Percent Small  Percent Medium  Percent Large  Percent ALl
Digtricts ~ Districts Districts. Districts

\
!

“ 4 , ‘
Mware of provision but : ’

do not use it; services

are strictly limited

. toeligible students - 40 54 S R
“ ' Not aware of provision © 31 3l .o 0
Sone nor-Title I students S oo
are receiving services 30 15 SR (TR . %
[ | - P T T
(300) ( 97) (433) (36):

ik
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Another Title I'option, continuation of services to studeats

~

k)

transferred mid-year t® non-Title I §§hools, was found to be used
. in half the'éistricts experiencing such transfers. These dis-

tricts, however, were only 3 percent of the total dlStrle” .sur—-
- . = " o
\\veyed by mail. LT ' _ ’//// ‘

Tabies 4- 6 through 4-10 report local OfflClalS v;ews of the
- Chapter 1, ECIA permlts- and utrllze part”": prov;slons.
,Seventy-one percent - of the Prlncipals favored the "utilize part"”
-.c]ause (Table 4-8), but 38 percent agreed w1th 60 percent of the
.Tltle I D1rectors.that d11utlon oﬁ)serv1ces to those currently in
.Tltle I progﬁéms—mlght result (Tdbles 4-7 and 4-9), Forty—four ;
percent of the districts surveyed.said they would- not ﬂutiﬂ&ze =

- .

part" of their. funds for students not now served, but an equal

-,

'percentage of districts said they would. Thirty percent, though,

said they would do so on a minimalfbaeis (Table 4-6).

Table 4-10 indicates'that: under the ' permlts prov151on,
?
only 37 percent of the dlStrlCtS planned to 11m1t partlolpatlon

- in their programs to students furthest behind. Seventeen percent

of the Title I Directors reported that.pressures exist to serve

those in createst need.

stndéﬁtélother;tha

'Summarx' ,3?~
. Approximatel half of the school glstrlcts, but many more

sthall districts han large dlstrlcts, reported serving all stu—

“dents eligible for Title 1 ongrams. Ellglblllty and selectlon
t

involved use o ach1ev nen

3

est results and«”cutoff" scores in

nearly all dlStrlCtS, but overall the student selectlon process

4

122
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. o TABLE 4-6

"

REPORTS OF LIKELY DISTRICT PRACTICES UNDER
CHAPTER % MUTILIZE PART" PROVISION

Percent
* . ¢
No change/will only provide services to )

o selected students : ) 44
Some schools occaslonally may provide C
m1n1mal services toQ other studénts . 24
Most schools occasionally may provide

.minimal services to other students : , 8
Some schools regularly may prqv1de
services to other-students . 3
Most schools reéularly may pfovide 4

. services to other ‘students - ¥ - .6
Informed interpretatlon is "not 'ﬁ' :
possible R ’ _ - 15,

! . r\,"" . e :
h c : (341)
)
¢ - "-:
] A
g K
Pad L: 'A: ,
. fg.'
\*u\ - J, Sv N
O " ’
¢ ? i '.\‘ . oA
; : " , o
,,;"/ o~
\
Y . .

1] + ) \

. : o .
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y

(. TITLE I DIRECTORS' EXPECTATIONS REGARDING EFFECTS
PROVISION

OF THE CHAPTER.1 "UTILIZE PART"

kz{j‘ .

Will dilute ségyices
Will not affect district much

. & .
Will be able to serve more students

- Program will become general aid

- o . ,4? .
Will not reduce sServices ihﬁdistrict

Distribution will be bdased. more on

educational deprivation thanueconomlc need

Other--e g., does not pose threat- PAC
will not permit m1suse of- funds (all less

than 5%) , . p . N

s

~

- Percent*’

60

40
LA
13

20

(86)

*Percentages do not total to 100 percent s1nce more than one

response to the question was permltted.

¢
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PERCENT OF

In favor
R,

Not in favor

No answer given

" Don't know

-~

4

-~
{05
s
»

!
,: — .1:2

4-20

.

TABLE 4-8

(%

b
e,

L4

PRINCIPALS WHO FAVOR "UTILIZE PART"
PROVISION' OF CHAPTER 1 )

~

-

Percent

s P

71

16
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. TABLE _—9' _
PRINCIPALS' EXPECTATIONS REGARDING EFFECTS OF
2 CHAPTER 1l "UTILI LE PART" PROVISION .
- - A ' % . .. ."'. Per’cent*
Dilqtion/abusEs ef Tit%e I Ennding - a - - 38
: '%Servebmerginal 'students . ‘ 22
Use Title I matefials for all o o 22
No change 1n overell effegtlveness - . EE 22
Better able to serve chlldren ‘“ . i .._. ‘ 12
Afte; Title I students afe served,f n ¥
serve marginal students . ‘ . ' 7 .
¢ . /'ﬁzf;

*Percentages do not total to"100 percent since. more than one
response to the questlon was permltted.

. . - . ) . &
~ . . . : .




TABLE 4-10 ' ' .

REPORT OF LIKELY DISTRICT POLICIES UNDER CHAPTER 1
. PROVISION REQUIRING PROCEDURE THAT "PERMITS" L
SELECTION OF STUDENTS .IN GREATEST NEED

' - M’ L

N . Percent

.

No change——continué to serve Qﬁly_ .
students furthest-behind _ .37

‘May serve some students not furthest q 5Q¢f
behind if they can benefit from prcgram ' -~ 39

some funds to oth "special need". students o
(e.g., gifted an alented students) w1

'//—\?rimarily serve stEdents furthest behind;

Use most funds for other speczal
' need” students whlle serv1ng some students .
furthest behind _ _ o 1 ,

Informed 1nterpfetat10n not possible - - )
- at th1s time" -~ v o Co 12

~

(344)




\\
‘was flexible, employed teacher Judgment and included discretion

d

to select some students scoring above the cutoff, as well as to

3
reject some who'scored below.

’

+*

District officials; for the most part,’ expected the

i . Chapter 1, ECIA "permits" Provision to alter somewhat the popu-

lation-receiving Federal compensatory'serVices: most Title I

Directors, however, believed the ECIA "utilize part" pfovi%ion

. : . . - : N . .

-might produce some changes,. including dilution of services to

those now participating .in.Title I. ' - .

. SELECTION OF LEP AND HANDICAPPED STUDENTS FOR TiTLE I PROGRAMS
L) 7 N
: ’ - ‘ _ N .

The first section of this chapter discussed policies and

practices of school districts for'selecting students, fother than ' .
the handicapped or those with limited~English proflcijncy,!to
receive Title I services. ' This section focusés upon-/students who .

are eligible for both Title I and one or more other categorical

‘. - - S

programs,;specifically, English as a second language [ESL] or
bilingual,ior'special education prograns. Regarding distriot

practlces in this area, the data reveal the following'
) - Practices among d1str1cts ranged from including all LEP
' and handicapped students in Title I to excludlng all of
them from Title I.

.

® Some d1str1cts identified a number- of conditions wh1ch~
affected\these students’ e11q1bi11ty for Title I.

) LEPs were‘\mmore likely to be admitted to Tlﬂle I than
' were hand1capped‘%§udents.

() Most Title I Directors and Pr1nc1pals favored the1r
d1strrcts policy or practice for serving LEPs and
handlcapped students in T1t1e I.

129




Tl ' ' n o
) Regular classroom teachers more strongly favored
serving multiply eligible students in Title I than did
Title I instructors.

Summary of Legal Requirements

1]

Students who are educationally deprived due to limited
'., proficiency in English or a handicappingfcondition have been
~‘considered legally eligible for Title I |services since the begin-.

ning of the program in 1965. The Supre Court's decision in Lau

v. Nichols, 4l4 U.S. 563 (197q),'however, and congressional
enactment of §504 of the Rehabilitation Act'of 1973 (29 U.S.C. .
§706) and P.L. 94-142-5 amendments.to.the'Education of the
Handicapped Act (20 U.S.C. §l40l, et seq. ) raised questions .
concerning- the proVision -of Title I services to LEP and handi—
capped students. '
In Eéﬂ the Court held that districts receiving Federal

.funds must.take affirmative steps, using‘non-Federal funds;-to
ensure the effective participation of LEP children in school
Programs .\ The decision was based on‘regulations interpfeting

- / .
recipients of Federal aid from discriminating _the basis of

. .
. 4 . /
. . .

natiOnal origin.

Title VI of the CiVil Rights Act of 1964, whichhprohibits
o

Y
° V.

This decision posed a problem in legal interpretation under
Title 'I. Three principles needed to be reconciled (l) stu- '

,dents could not be excluded from Title I programs because of

their national origin; (2)- d1str1cts had- to— use non—Federal fundS———_

to ewnsure effectin partiCipation of LEP ch11dren in .school pro-
* 9

grams, and (3). Title I serv1ces had to supplement not supplant

-

N




services required to be prov1ded with non-Federal funds. The
apparent dilemma was that exclusion of LEP children from ﬁ%kle I
programs might appear to v1olate the first prineiple, while
inclusion of these students might imply that they were not par-
tic1pating effectively in regular school programs and that
.Title I funds were being used for services non-Federal funds
should provide. |

P.L.”§4-l42 and §504 posed a simiiarﬁproblem regarding
handicapped students. . These laws required districts_receiving-
Federal funds to use non:Federal funds to prcvide handicapped
Students‘an appropriate education. They also prohihited.dis:
tricts-fron.limitiné handicapped students' access to any special
or regular programs. Again,-theﬁapparent dilemma was that handi-

)

. capped students could not be denied Title I services merely .

because they were handicapped. However, if they &ere indlnded-in

Title I programs, it might be the case that the district was
failing to ;eet its obligation to use non—Federal funds to pro-
vide them an appropriate education. That isi,. that Federal funds
were being used to suppIant rather-than suppler“nt the services
which states and local schcol districts were to prdVide;

Title I regulations promnlgated January 19, 1981 (46 Fed.
Reb. 5136, et __g.),'established detailed standards addressing
the issues involved in serVing LEP and handicapped ‘students in
the “Title I program (§§201.140=: 201 -141). These standardsv“
reflected three'general princ1ples: (l)-Title I funds should not

R . - A c
be used to meet obligations imposed by other Federal or state

“4=25 .. R
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‘laws; (2) Title I programs had to be designed to address special

_needs resulting from educaticnal deprivation, not needs reiating
solely to a handicapping condltloh or limited proficiency 'in
§nglish and (3) students should be selected for Title 1 programsﬂ'

based on uniform criteria, appl;cable to all students and

relatlng to educatlonal deprlvatlon.'
ECIA reta1ns the requlrement that Chapter 1l services
supplement, not supplant, services requlred to be prov1ded with

: non%Federal_funds and Title VI, §504 and.P.L. 94- 142 have not )

s

‘been repealed, but neither ECIA nor its 1mplement1ng regqlatlons

set standards--similar to the January 19, 1981, Title I regula-

" tions--for provistion of Chapter 1 services to\handicapped or LEP
. . N

students. A ‘ .

Summary of Findings

N

Distriet Policies and Practices for Serving Handicapped and
LEP Students in Title I Programs ¢ |

In general, LEP students were more likely.to be admitted to'
ithe Title I program than were handlcapped students in d&strlcts
_where both‘groups attended. Forty-four percent of the d1str1cts'

. repofted that all_handrcapped‘students in Title I schools who.met'
the cutoff criteria were eligible for fitie i.services: on the_

. other hand, about one—fourth'of_the districts reported that no
handicapped students were eligible‘(see Table_4—ll). In compari-
son, 67 percent of'tne‘districts-that ser;ed'gEés indicated that

- all limited or non~English—proficient students_were deemed eligi-

. ble for Title Iiservices'if.they.met the Title I cutoff, Only 5

percent of the districts‘considered‘LEPs'ineligible f?r Title I.

~ a
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. Moreover, 14 percent of the districts which had LEP-students

repgrted that only LEPs were eligible’ for Title I; that. is, the
* :

AY

LI ’ 0
Title I program was designed specifically to serve LEP students.
A " w

. There are at least three poessible explanatlons for the

P

reported exclusloq,of all handicapped students from the Title I
program in 24 percent of. the districts surveyed. Flrst, school
dlStrlCtS may have automatlcally excluded hand1capped students,
in wh1ch case they would have been in violation of Section 504 of
the Rehab111tatlon Act o£-1973 and of Title I gu1de11nes. )Q?,
dlStrlCtS may have con81dered hand1capped students 1ne1191b1e for

Title I because they could not benef;t from the program.

Finally, Title I Directogs may not have been aware of who was

flegally defined as handicapped. For example, some Title I

\
Dlrectors d1d not know that speech 1mpa1rment is one kind of

’

handlcap., ' . 4 1
Approximately:one-third of the mail-questionnaire_respona

»

dents (32 percent) reported that handicapped students could
receive T1t1e I services uhder certa1n cond1tlons (see Table

4- 11) Cond1tlonal cr1ter1a for the 1ncluslon of LEP students
were used in only 15.percentzo§/the districts. A number of the
conditions mentionedlfor the inclusion of handicapped students .in
Title I were the same as those mentloned for the 1nc1usmon of

LEP students. Some examples were:

° If the student could benefit from Title I

°® - If the student.needed Title I

132
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TABLE 4-11

b

a

USUAL DISTRICT POLICY OR PRACTICE FOR DETERMINING TITLE I
= ELIGIBILITY FOR HANDICAPPED AND LEP STUDENTS
. - \ .

—_—

Handicapped Districts

All handic¢apped students

in Title I schools who
meet the cutoff criteria
are eligible for Title I

Students are eligibie
depending on certain
conditions - :

- No handicapped students
are eligible for Title I-

[y
]

. 44-

32

~

24

' (415)

LEP Districts¥*

All limited or non-
English-proficient

students in Title I
cutoff_criteria are

éligible for Title I 67
Students are eligible™
depending on certain
conditions 15
Title I serves only-:
limited-English-pro-
ficient students 14 .
No limited or non-
English-proficient -
. students are eligible )
for Title I : 5
» -t . ’ %
4 (72)*

.
>

*This small N results from the relatively small proportion of
districts nationwide that enrolled a substantial number of LEP

students. &
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. ® If the student could function in the-Title I class

® If the student qualified for Title I under the standard,
~district selection: procedures .

Some districts' practices in serving handicapped'students in-
the Title I program were based on policies which 1nc1uded some *
t;pes of handlcapped students -in the program while exclud1ng
~ others. There was a tendency for students whe were speech
impa;red; physically handicapped, emotionally disturbed,'visually
'handdcapped,}er,hearing impaired to be eligible for Title I,
while educable mentafly retarded [EMR] and trainable mentally
Vretarded [TMR] students tended to be excluded. '
.One of the most difficult decisions for local administrators
' providing Titie I'services to"handicagped students was whether_
iearning‘disabled-[LD] students should be inCIudeinnwthe Title I
program.: More Title I and Special Education Directors deemed LD
"students eligible thanvinelig}hle for Title{I, butAthe reverse
was true for.PrincibaLs. Thise difference—in the repcrting of °
policy for LD students probablf'refleets the difficulty of estab-
11sh1ng pollcy in the LD area._ )
Somet1mes d1str1cts did not have’ p011c1es to exglude multit
ply ellglble students from Tltle I programs, but in practlce few

[

of these students were served in T1t1e I. For example, ‘one

dlstrlct had no pOllCY that proh1b1ted serv1ng LEPs in Title I,

\

but in order to receive T1t1e-I services, students had to score

below a certain cutoff level on-an ach1evement test adm1n1stered
‘in Engllsh. Since LEPs were not given ach1evement tests in

English until the third.grade,'the result was that all LEPs below - .
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"the third grade did not receive Title I services. The policy of
several. districts was to include handicapped students in Title I
if there was.space; in practice, there was no space. Another
district's policy was to consider handicapped students eiigible
. for Title I, yet in practice only the speech impaired were parti—
cipants in the Title I program in that district. ) oo
Another factor in determining whether handicapped or LEP
students should be 1ncluded in Title I was scheduling. Both
aoministrators and teachers expressed concern about pulling
students out,of the classro~m for an extended period of time’ and
fragmenting the instructional program. Districts developed
different policies to’deal with the scheduling‘problem. For
instance, districts frequently did not serve handicapped or LEP.
students in the Title I program if they received more than half
of their “instruction ouiside the regular ciassroom, Decisions;
ahout the inclusion of‘handicapped students;in the'Title‘I

program were frequently made (45 percent of the case study

districts) during school-based, handicapped situdents' multidisci- .-

plinary team meetings. in‘these districts, the selection of
multiply eligible students into the Title I program wasg based‘on
'one'or mdre.of the followina procedures' (1) conductinq intensi- -
fied testing, (2) letting parents pick the ‘program, they pre-'
ferred, (3) making the dec .ion during a staff team mEeting, and
(4) basing the decis: on on space available. in the program.
However, 36 percent of the Tltle 1 Directors in districts w1th

. LEP students;feported their districts did not have a._special

o
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formal policy regarding the selection of LEP students into ‘the

Title I program, and 58 percent of the Title I D1rectors in

d1str1cts wlth handlcapped students reportsd no special pro-~

\

cedures for 1den+1f11ng and selectlng “handica ped- “students” for T
/P

Tltle I services. Th1rty-f1ve percent said that such a fornal
policy:existed\in‘thelr district; 58 percent' said.that it did
not. . | ‘ L D - |
fWhen Titie I_instructors'were interyiewed'to find out if
“they were teachlng LEP and handlcapped students dur1ng therprvor
school year as well as the current school year, 32 percent
reported that they had LEP students ia the T1tle I program thls_
_ Year, and.31 pexrcer - r‘oorted them in the program the prev1ous
year (see Table 4- 127 Th1rty-two percent of" these 1nstructors
reported they were serv1ng hand1capped students in Title I this
year and 41 percent sa1d that they had served them the prev1ous
year. We ‘can only speculate ‘that the difference in percentage'

\
between the number of T1tle I 1nstructorn reportlng serving

j hdndlcapped students resulted because the ‘data were gathered at
the start of the school ye r and thus the identification of stu-

3

-dents_needlng speclal educatlon mlght not have been completed.

- three years in pollc;QQ for serv1ng hand1capped and LEP students
<in the Title I program. \The mean length of time the,current pol-

i¢y or practice had been in effect was 3.2 years for providing

itle I services to LEP students and 5.7 years for handicapped
studes .

4-31 Lo~ o

The majorlty of districts 1nd1cated no changes over "the past
\



. TABLE 4-12 v .
TITLE I SERVICES To LEP AND HANDICAPPFJ STUDENTS
DURING 1980-81 AND 1981282 SCHOOL YEARS
REPORTED BY TITLE T. INQTRUCTORS

}-/‘

& f \

~

1981-82

g "L a-32 .

X 1980-81
Percent of Title I instructors l
who reported tcaching LEPs in ' = .
Tltle I . 31 32
. - . ‘1
Percent of Title I 1nstructors ’
who reported te hlng handicapped
‘students in Tit & ' ‘41 32 -
b
' - (275) .
.,
. -
4 . ~ . \
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Whlle the majorlty of ESL/B;llngual D1rectors -and Special

N -
Educatlonnblrectors reported that T1tle I funds pLayed no role in

dec1d1ng grade - levels, subject, or program design 1n the1r pro»
grams, 18 percent of the Special Education Directors suggested
that Title I reduced the number of referrals to special educaéloni
and/or the number of students rece1v1ng spec1al education. - The

‘follow1ng examples are illustrative:

e  There was an increase in ‘special education after the
sixth grade when Title I ended.

e
<

\ < o When Title I was added to. the junior high, there was a
" decrease in requests for special educatlon _money at
this level.

® Title I provides enough remedial. service to keep some
““Lstudents out of the LD program.
In

;S ' mmary., the pract1ces among districts ranged from
including all LEP or handicapped students in Title I to_excluding
them all. Some districts.identified a number of conditions such
as specific levels of English proficiency or severity of‘handi;
cappin%'conditions‘which‘affected‘the decision of student eligi--
bility’for Title I. Generally, these policies enabled LEPs to be

~ ' more readily adm1tted to Title I than are handicapped students.

Administrators and Teachers' Attitudes about Their

Districts’ Policles and Practices for Including
Multiply Eligible. Students in the Title I Program

o

“~. - .During site visits, administrators and teachers were asked
; \‘J * . : . s ) . . y .
for their views on their districts' policies or practices of

including or excluding LEP and handicapped students in the

3

Title I program. In those districts for which this inquiry was

relevant, a preponderance of Title I Directors favored their

o

= B 138
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.current district policies (86-percent for'both LEP and
handicapped policies). These_fitle,I Directors registered‘a
.slightly-higher level® of disappro@al-for;their qﬁstrict's_pOIi—
cies pertaining to handicapped students'hparticipation in the"
'.program when compared to policies for LEP students (12 percent-
.disapproval for handicapped policies-vs; 9 percentcdisapproval -
for LEP policies) This slightly higher disapprova1 rate was' due
to less ambivalence about districts poliCies o the particﬂ~
pation of handicapped students in the Title I program (see Table
. 4—13).A One shd“i&\note, hOWever, that this question as it
pertained to LEP students “was not reievant for 65 percent of the
Directors because their districts ‘had few or no LEP students. In
contrast, only 14 percent. of - the Title I'Directors deemed this

=

question not applicable with regard to handicapped students.

_ Principals'in'Titie I schools were less (avorably disposed -
to_their districts' policies on handicapped students'.partici-
pation in Title I (see Table 4-13). A substantially higher‘per-

... cent of Principals_for whom this question was relevant.expressed

(?mbivalence’ab ut their.districts' policies or practices for-
including- or excluding handicapped students in ‘the Title I

program (28 percen 'for Principals vs. 12 percent for Title I

’

1~‘ .
/(j;;irectors) On the other hand, Principals‘ attitudes about these

policies for LEP students were slightly more favgggble than the

Title I Directors (90 percent favorable rating by Principals vs.

86 percent favorable rating by Title I Directors). The source of

the Principals’ dissatisfaction Wlth the policies for handicapped
r'/ ’ b 4 . . ‘

r
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. ' - TABLE %4- 13 .
ADMINISTRATOR ATTITUDES TOWARD DISTRICT POLICY/PRACI‘ICES OF
INCLUDING/EXCLUDING LEP AND HANDICAPPED STUDENTS IN TITLE I

- - , “ ' . / -
i; oo . ' . . o ‘:'; - - '
\ ' ' S _Percent of ‘ - Perceht of
' ' Title I Directors Pr¥incipals
- / R 4r . . K . \ -
Handicapped  LEP Handicapped LEE
Favor district policy/pract'ice"-\1 | A O 30 59, 34
. * ’ .|‘ ) a ‘.c
Do not favor district policy/practice -~ 11 3 10 3
Ambivalent about district = _. - \\ : . o .
policy/practice - 1 o 2 - 29 1
Not applicable, missing- data ' 14 65 2 61
. - * N - » ﬁ
(100) - (100) - (182) = - (182)
f\.{ s, :
U
- : 4
o .
./ . .. -
”»




_ T1tle I,l73 percent felt thatsLEPs should be able to recelve

.and Sever1ty of the hand1cap. ; Some

h . . N . . . .
. ~ » . &

. students was h1ghly spec1f1c to the d1str1cts policies, but

v

.ranged from sentlments that’ the program was too exclus1ve to the

progam was tod inclusive-in its serv1ces'to hand1capped studenij)

This dissatisfaction, where it did exist; often'appeared to'be
pl @

related to the requ1rements of prov1d1ng spec1al services to ;
hand1capped students under P.L. 944142 and other;Federal an
State spec1al educat1on mandates.rather than exclusively w1th
d1str1ct—level Title I pol1cy.

qﬁ:n response to a quest1on ‘about- des1red changes 1n the way

students were selected for T1tle I most regular teachers did not

cons1der any changes in the procedure to be necessary.'
-~

When regular classroom.teacners were 1nterv1ewed regarding

1
¥ 2

' the1r preference for 1nclud1ng LEP and hand1capped students in.

"
a
! Y

Title I wh1le 18, percenf expressed no prefereﬂc~ (see Table

4 l4) Seventy percent said that hand1capped students should be

el1g1ble for T1tle I- l7 percent felt that they should generally .

be excluded° and 13 percent said th it would depend on the type
B
teﬂghers said that LEP stu~-
. :
dents needed the extra help that Title I could prov1de espec1ally
in the areas of oral language{ vocabulary, and reading, but 6

percen " felt that LEPs should‘have'their own‘program. Others

felt that 1f other programs were not ava1lable for LEPs, they

should-then~be served 1n.T1tle I. Some teachers opposed se*v1ng
LEPs in Title I becaﬁse they felt that Title I teachers did not
have the spec1al training that is necessary to 1nstruct LEP
_students. . o o .
v tjyi]ﬂ | _ | i i SN

4-36.
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TABLE 4 14

TEACHER PREFERENCES ON SERVING HANDICAPPED AND LER STUDENTS IN TITLE I
) S o Regular Teacher s\
/'}. Ha.ndj‘.caggl ed . ' LEP
- kN ' | B N :
‘ Should be able to receive Title I ' Should be able to receive Title I
, 70* services . 713* services . -
" . Should generally be excluded from 18 - No preference = -
17 Title I - 6  LEPs shotGld have their own program RN
Depends on the szverlty and/or type ' Title I could be used -to help with oral "’
13 of handicap, - 6 langqege, vocabulary, and reading
Others--e.q., depends on the 1nd1— ~ 4 LEPs are low and need extra help
vidual stuflent;-all nonhandlcapped . Others--e. g., no special program is

- students. should be served first (all 17 available for LEPs (all 3% or less)
18 2% or less) , .

A}

o (198) - |  (200) .

Tifle I Instructor ' o o ‘ AR o
. ' Handicapped - o * . LEP,
' ' : ‘ ’ . * k ..“ ‘ »
N N T | - :
28* should be in program 44* Should be in program
16 Should not be in program -~ . 9 should not be in program
18 No preference T 18 No preference
*31 Conditional/depends. |, R ' . | : o _
6 Not available, missing response - 29 Not available, missing response
// —_— . . - . .

(275) - . . | o - (275)
- fs) ) .

4

*Percentages in this column do not’ total to 100 percent since more \than one reSponse'td‘the -
question was permltted. - ) I B . o .-

B
[
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In cdmparisqa to~the 73‘percehtfof ;egular teachers who
favored inclddihg LEP students in Title I, only 44 percent of.
the Title I 1nstructors felt that.LEPs should be included. Simi-
larly, 70 percent of the regular teachers favored‘the inclusion

of handicapped students in Tltle I while only 28 percent of the

T1tle I 1nstructorsfﬁavored the 1nclu51on of handlcapped students
in Title I (see Tahle 4-14).  Thirty-one percent‘of the Titie I~
instructors expreesedfeonditions under which hahdipapped students
,sheuld or should net_be ineluded in Title I. Typicai ;espohseg}
included: (1) it depended én the‘seterity and/or type of’handi—‘
cap, (2) if handicapped students needed Title I services they
shoéuld get them,.and (3). pandicapped students should "be 1ncluded
as long.as they did not tgée' away all the instructional time fro;tl
the nonhandicapped'STudente.' Conddtions under which Title I

3

instructors favored including LEPs in Title I were (1) if the

)

Title I program could provide ESL or bilingual teachers, (2) if

special materials could be obtained, and (3) if LEPs spoke

» English adequately. A few T1tle I instructors mentloned that
they dld not have the expertlse to 1nstruct LEP or handlcapped
studenig. .

One plausible reason why regular teachers strongly favored
,snrv1ng hondlcapped and LEP chlldren in Title I prhgrams 1s that
" soie regular teachers may have v1ewed the Tltle I program as a

?
means’ of getting extra services for the handlcapped and LEP . .

students. Other regular teaChers may have viewed the Title I

program as a "dumping ground" for LEP students. The Title'I

o o 14g
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instructors, dn"the;othé; hand, mayghave been more'hesitant to -
‘ _serve these students ig_they 1aéked“neée§sa;y training and
experiénce inyteaching theéévéfudents. .
In summary, the majority of iitle I Directors and Principals

A}

for whom- the questiﬁn was relevant reported favoring their dis-
tricts' policies andipractices,on‘se:ving LEP and handicapped

students in Title I." Regular classroom teachers more s%rqhgly
favored seFVingltﬁqse‘students in Title I than did the Title I

instructors.

|
1

g
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CHAPTéR;S‘

PROGRAM DESIGN . | .

GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

A\____/ﬁhis chapter summarizes data from the District Practices

.
A

Study pertaining to the program design aspects*of Title 1 -pro-

jects.

For the purpose of this analysis, the program'éesfgn'

) features of Title I include the grade levels ‘and subject areas

served by the_program, the 1nten81ty of Title I 1nstruct10n,

-characteristics of the Title I staff, and the serv1ce_de11very;s
. N \\ .

models used. (1.e., inclass vs. pullout design)."These aspectsnog

the Title I program as‘'weldl as local educators' rationales for ;y

- I - . \

" .their program decisions, their perceptions of the prowilems and

'
\

benefits’ of the program design requirements in the 1978 legal

framework of the program, and certain cross-time patterns are

summarized in this chapter. The following are the specific ques-

[

tions. that guided our study of prOgrah design and related find-

ings:

What grades do Title I programs serve?

level.
A much lower percentaée of districts serve children

in preklndergarten, klndergarten, junior - hlgh, and
senlor hlgh. '

Thirty«two percent ’ ‘of all districts reported sub-
stantial changes in the number of chlldren served
at any grade level.

At the secondary level, districts tended to add or°
drop- whole grades- at 'the elementary level, dis-

tricts tended to increase or decrease the numbers of

chlldqap served in a particular grade.

)

?Title I services were cqncentrated at the elementary

:




L ﬂ

- The major reasons for changes in grades served were
budget Thanges,; staff recommendations, results of .
needs assessments and evaluations, and demographic
changes. ‘ .

® What. subjects do Title I programs provide?

- Ninety-seven percent of the Title I Directors indi-
cated that reading was, the most important component
of their programs. - C oot

- About two-thirds said that their programs'pro?ide.
mathematics.’ ' ) . -

- . Relatively fegw districts offered.  English as a second
~ language, handicapped, or vocational education ser-
. vices:. T ' . - .
’ , : . - R . K
- Thirty percent of the districts reported -significant
changes in Title I subjects. o . )

s -

- .The main reasons for changes weére changes in Title I .

’ findings, results of needs assessments and evalu-
ations,. staff and parent recommendations, and . o
changes in state mandates. ' i : .

e  How concentrated are Title.I services? : T .
. \ : : .

- . On average, there were 9.8 children in a_Titlé I
class and .an average pupil-to-instructor -ratio of -
405 tO 1. » R " e ’ ' ’

- The average class period lasted 44 minutes and
. usually toek place during the school day.

- Nearly two-thirds of the Title I districts removéd.
., students from regular classrooms to receive instruc-
¢ tion. o - .~ _

rd . v

° What. are the characteristics of Title I teachers?

- The average Title I teacher hadhs.s'years of  experi-
ence. . : ‘ .

.— Title’I teachers spent nearly 60-perc§nt\ofjtheir

time working with children; lesson planning, paper-

. ' work, and meetings®tpok up most of their remaining

- Forty—fivédpercent of the Title-I Directors said

that there were- constraints affecting the quﬁlity of
Title I staff, including lower pay .for' Title I -

. . : o 1417 s . .‘o‘- B
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. : 'teachers; 1nab111ty to tenure,Title I teachers, and

: high turnover.

= Elghty-elght percent of the pr1nc1pals interviewed
© were satisfled with their Title I teaching staff.

® What changes have occurred in Title I staffing and
currloulum approaéhes since 1978?

- = Forty-two percent of the dlstrlcts made 3ome change
in stafflng or curr1culum. -

- Changes in fundln levels tended to have more influ-
" ence on staffing Hatterns, whereas staff recommenda-
tlons had more 1nfluence on curriculum changes.
® - What changes would Title I D1rectors like to see made'
' 1n~program deslgn?

Q

-, Only 28 Dercent said thcy wanted to make pregram
» design changes. _ B N N
LI -
- The main areas of de31red change 1ncluded grades
¢ served, staff composltlon, and pullout vs. 1nclass. : ‘o

- "Be31des lack .of. funds, the barr1ers to change :
~ included concerns about ‘compliance, non-Title I and .
. _Title I staff opposltlon, SEA opp031tlon, and LEA
. 8pposition. . } ' '
LS . N « o Y

® Why do districts choose a pullout or 1nclass program 4

de31gn? ) S

Co- O$er 90 pergemt of the districts employed a pullout
'\ design exclu51vely or combined pullout and inclass
> ' models. .

°

N Th1rty percent of the dlstrlcts reported using .
" inclass de31gns. ! . s
- _ . o,

< - Large dlstrlcts were more likely than small or
med1um—sxzed districts to employ an 1nclass model.
- Titleé I D1rectors reported that the main reason they -
" used one model nver another was they considered the
model to be educationally superlor.

£




FEDERAL REGULATIONSlFOR TITLE I PRCJECT DESIGN

 Federal regulations allowed considerable flexibility'in the

design of Title'I'projects._ They d1d not spec1fy the grade

levels to be served, the sub]ects to be taught,- the time perlods

in whlch to dellver project serv1ces, or the resources (1nclud1ng

the type of staff and materlals) to b& used. Nor did the statutew

or regulatlons prescribe’ a part1cular dellvery model (e.qg.,

'1nclass or pullout)

Several features of Title I project design, however,.were.

t 3
o
3
3

~

LY

addressed in the regulations: L o o .

The results-.of required evaluations of Title I .projects-
were to be used in plann1ng and 1mprov1ng subsequent
projects (§200 590). . .

The project must be of ' 'sufficient size, sdope and
quality" (§200.51). 7That is, the educational objec-
tives of the project must be directly related to the °
special educatlonal needs of part1c1pat1ng children, .-
and plans for the utilization of resources must: show °
reasonable -promise of substantial progress toward - T

;meeting student needs. 1In addition, the project. must

+

least $2500 of T1tle I funds (§200 53)

secondary school levels (§200. 54)

be "concentrated on a sufficiently limited number of .
services and a sufficiently limited number of children -
to show reasonable promlse of substantial progress"
(§200.51 (c).
( R . -
T1tle I funds must not be used’ to provide general aid
(§200. 52)

kY

Expenditures for a Title I prOJect must involve at

Educational agencies were entouraged to include program
componernts which would sustain the educational gains of .
participants. Examples 1ncluded summer schdol prOJects
and projects at the junior hlghr middle school, and

-

Educatlonal agencies, were encouraged, but not requ1red
to develop an individualized educational plan for each

>

participating chlld\‘?ZGO .55). - f

<

~
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e . The coordination of Title I instructional servijces with
services provided under other programs, including the
regular instructional program provided by the LEA, was
encouraged (§200.40). o ‘ :

- Two personnel requireménts were contained in the Federal
Title I regulatidns. First, aides and volunteers who provided

. Title I services were to héve~been'given training by the educa-
- h . | 7
‘tional agency. Second, Title 1 instructors could be assigned
. . Coe : . .
noninstructional duties such as lunchroom and playground super-
. : ¥ -

-~

vision under.the following conditions:

e  -These noninstructional duties were limited, rotating,
and supervisory.

o Personnel with functions similar to those of the

Title I personnel, but who were not paid with Title I

funds, were assigned to these noninstructional duties

at the samée school site.

e - Thesge noninsttuctional--duties did not. include~ sti-
tute teaching of a non-Title I class or regular super- -

~_vision of a)hQQ?room.' '
, . . h

@' ° Title I personnel did not perform. any duties for pay
. that non-Title I personnel performed without pay.

e The proportion of total work time that Title I pérsoﬁ-
nel-at the same school site spent performing these non-

instructional duties did not exceed the lesser of
" either: -

= The proportiontbf total work time thét non—Titie I
personnel spent performing these noninstructional
duties; or : :

- Ten pefcent of the'Title I person's total work time

!

_REPORT OF FINDINGS

" Grades.Served _ . o .

Title I services were concentrated at the elementary level.
At least 70 percent of all Title'I school districts provided -

1 - -3
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services at each of the grades from one through six (see Figufe
7 S T
5-1). Grades seven and eight were served by approximately half

of all Title I districts, whereas gradeg nine through>twelve were
served by less than one-fourth of the districts. Twenty-seven
percent of all Title I districts provided Title I services.at the

kindergarten lev nly 4 percent provided services at the pre-

kindergarten leve .
The grades m st“frequently serVed'in Title I programs were
second and third {(85 percent of all Title I districts). Beyond

e grade level increased, the percentage of dis-

grade three; as

.tricts prov1d1ng serv1ces at that level decreased. The decrease

was part1cularly steep between grades 51x'and seven'and grades
eight and'nine, which are often the transition grades from ele-

mentary school to Jjunior high and junior high to senior high.:

Mail questionnaire districts were asked about changes in

grades served since 1978. Thirtymtwo percent reported a substan-

»

tial change (10 percent or more) in the number of students “served

at anyasrade level. At the secondary level, dlstrlcts tended to

drop or add entirengrades+;3hereas_at_thewelementaryﬂievei?—dis

tricts tended to insrease or decrease the number of students

v

served in the various grades (see Figure 5-2). . In addition, at

~each of the elementary grades, the percentage of districts

_increasing the nunber of students served within a grade or adding

a grade was about the same as the percentage of districts

decreasing the number of students served or dropping the grade.

On the other Hand; at the secondary level, the percentage of dis-

tricts decreasing the number of students served within a grade

. ' .. 5-7 1581




~ FIGURE 5-1 .

PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICTS SERVING TITLE I
STUDENTS AT EACH GRADE LEVEL
DURING THE 1981-82 SCHOOL Y™AR
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FIGURE 57
CHANGES IN GRADES SERVED SINCE 1978 -
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or dropping‘a grade was almost twice the percentage of districts

r
» [ ]

increasing the»number.or,adding a grade (see Table 5—1). This"

pattern of changes'in grades served since 1978 provides further
-ev1dence of the c0nt1nued empha31s on the elementary level in

Tmtle I. programs. DlstrlCtS generally had elementary Title I

programs and may have increased cr decreased the number,of‘stuJ

dents served in these grades, but rarely dropped an entire ele-
. mentary grade. At the: secondary level however,jthere was a

” ’ LS

.greater tendency to drop grade levels due to budget‘cuts,or other

reasons. \ - Qﬁ)
: Dlstrlcts gave several reasons for changes invgrades served

i
|

1nclud1ng.. ' - .
e Changesfin Title I funding level (51 percent)
e ' Teachers' or Principals' recommendations (3l percent)
® Data from formal needs surveys (29 percent)
e Results of formal Title I program evaluatlons

(26 percent)

aphic changes (19 percent)*

The provisidh of Title I services at the various grade

“levels was relate to. district size. Generally, the larger. the

’
e

district, the mo 'hlikely it was that any given grade level was

i

'served.(see'Ta le 5-2

F3

‘*Percentages do not total to 100.percent since more than one
res € to the questlon was perm1tted. L .

r
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. TABLE 5-1

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS THAT MADE CHANGES IN THE NUMBER

. ' .. OF STUDENTS SERVED SINCE 1978
Pefcent‘of ] N Percent of’
Districts . - Districts
that Added that Dropped
or Increased* or Decreased*
K 2. - 3 .
© K : 13 . 15
1 o 20 . 23
. 2 o 22 L 28
A S
3 S 24 - 25
v . . e .
4 22 : 25
5 - 23 ' 27
6 - ) ' 19 P 35
7 18 ' 32
8 . o 18 . 78
° . 10. o 19
0 - 6 .+ - 13
11 5 - 13 o -
12 | 6 o .13

*Percentages are, based on the number of districts reporting
substantial change in number of students served €or any grade
level. Percentages in these columns do not total to 100 percent
since more than one response to the gquestion was Qermitted.'
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e ' " TABLE 5-2

PERCENT OF SMALL, MEDIUM, LARGE f
~ AND VERY LARGE DISTRICTS SERVING -
TITLE I STUDENTS AT EACH ‘GRADE LEVEL

 DURING. THE 1981-82 SCHOOL YEAR*

R ' . Percent
Percent Percent - Percent - & = of -
of of ' of ; Very
Small Medium . Larqe . Large
Districts Districts Districts  Districts Total
PK 2' 7 15 43 | 4
K 25 . 28 42 " 60 27
1 .73 T4 719 . 80 74
2 85 . 86 S 90 85
3 85 87 89 93 - 85
4 83 . 84 I % - 84
5 80 - 8L -1 30 . 81
6 - 71 ! 76 90 71
7 50 51 - 34 - 7171 50
” 8 47 44 51 70 47
9 21 . 2 s 34 67 - 23
10 . 16 . 21 27 60 18
11 12 - 18 20, 53 14
. ' ' ° oo
°12 S S 15 18 - 47 - 12

(7375** .. {600) © (305) .7 (1.659)

*

' *percentages are computed -using the number of dlstrlcts which
actually served students at each grade level. .

- *fNumber in parentheses below lire in thls»and all subseguent -

: tables is the number of respohdents to thls item.
h] B
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Title I Directors in the representative site'visit_sample'

L] : . . N
were asked why their districts decided.to have  Title I services

-

above the elementary grades. In districts with secondary'level

Title I programs, about one—third (31 percent) said that the A
o ¢

dec1s1on was based on test results and needs assessments (see

Table 5- 3) One—fifth of the Directors said it was their desire

‘to serve as many needy students as possible. A similar percent-'

;

’

" age of Directors (19 percent)‘said that they had the money.avail—
able or had always served secondary students."Fifteen percent |
explained that they wished to provide a continuity'of services or
that the parents wanted secondary'students to be served by
Title I.(14 percent).' Twelve percent of the Directors said that.
the decision to serve the secondary grades was made because
.school personnelnwanted it or the state*Title I office had recom- . °
mended it. ’

The most common,problem faced by districts offering Title %
services'at;the secondary level concerned scheduling and deter-
mining which.subjectsimould be missed given the departmentalized

riature of secondary instrnction‘(73 percent). Determiningmwhat_mwi_

i

is supplementary was the problem cited by 42 percent of the dis—
tricts (see Table 5- -4). The third most cited. problem was the_
reluctance of'secondary students to participate. ~ Other responses
(all 1less than 12 percent) included concerns over course credits,
getting teachers to teach in Title I, securing cooperation from
secondary school administrators, and availabilitY‘of space.

When Title I Directors were asked.if these problems were

different’ from those encountered in designing a Title I project




ABLE 5-3

oLy -~ REASONS FOR DECIDING TO PROVIDE
S . TITLE I SERVICES IN SECONDARY .
» GRADES REPORTED BY TITLE I DIRECTORS .
Percent*
Formal. data (needs assessments, test results) ' 31
Serve as many students as possible _ = 20
_ ' ¢ . \ , .
Had available funds ‘ ) ' 19
,Have ‘always - served secondary students; decision o
made long ago ‘. _— ;19
To provide continuity of service § - 15
. Parents wanted to'serve secondary students ) 14
Scheol personnel wanted to serve secondary students 12
Emphasis of state Title I office I 12
Informal judgment' : : :‘ - 12
‘ Grade'span”of*schools tesgort —ur1\ - : = 11
Others——e g., district staff wanted it, -
" institution of minimum competency requirements, ,
schoolvﬁoagd decision (all less than 9%) . ' ) .39
(R . . .', N (65)

‘
(%4 -
- N .. . P .

*Percentages in thls column do not total ‘to 100. percent since ~
© more than one response tc the questlon was permitted.

o
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' TABLE 5-4

TYPES OF PROBLEMS IN DESIGNING
TITLE I PROJECTS FUR SECONDARY

STUDENTS REPORTED BY TITLE I DIRECTORS

“Percent*|
' , - |
Schedullng, determlnlng which subjects - /
will be missed X o : 73 [
, T _ |
¢ r
Determining whether services are supplementary 42 f
Reluctance ¢f students to participate 22
, . : /
R i : L] ! ., i . j
Conv1nc1ng teachers to design- and teach o o
. secondary Title I courses _ ‘ ] - 10
. S g
-~ . ) . ) N . f
Securing the cooperatlon of secondary ; [
school admlnlstrators _ '7,
Others--e. g., other funding not avallable, :
availability of space (all less than 3%) . 12 .
| | (a1)

.
’ /
. K]
. !

/81nce

i

*Pe*centages in this= column do not total to 100 percent
more than. one respouse’ to the questlon was permltted.

- : - ' ' o | | '/e




" for the elementary grades, one-third (33.percent) reported that

v - . 3

the problems were different. Fifty-four percent of the:Directors
' for whom the question was appropriate said tnat scheduling was

usually more difficult.at the secondary level. 'Fourteen percent
perceived that complying with the issues of supplemen+nnot—
2 .

‘supplant and excess costs was more difficult or. different thaa at -

the elementary level. =~ - ) L —-." )

. ) . C 1 ; .

Project Directors who did not Serve secondary grades were
{ - : .

asked why their disttrict decided to ha‘e Title I servides only in-

the elementary grades. Almost one-half (46 percent) indicated'

= . . P
2 - . . ° - [ I

that limited fu;ﬁs was the major reason for ‘not serving secondary
studeﬁts.‘ Forty percent said that. the district believed that
early ‘intervention (1 e., serv1ng primary grade students) was’
more effective,/while 14 percent said that the greater need_
existed at.the‘elementary level. eVariods reasons'giyen by less

§ :
than twelve p rcént of the districts were: a perception of

~administratiye difficulties at the secondary level; state

influence led them to restrict services to primary grades;.

comparability was easier to determine at the elementary level;

band'students did not readily acceptf@itlehl“af‘thersecondary
- : . ) : .
"level due. to perceived stigma. o N

“pata from selected case studies substantiate the mail survey

I
-

~ and interview findings regarding reasons why districts decided to -
prov1de T1t1e~I serv1ces in the elementary grades only. For

example, one - district reported cutting services at the secondary

M




l‘

: * |
1eve1 based on an antlclpated budget cut accompanled by a dls-

trict salary 1ncrease. 'A different. district reported that;one‘of
its high schools was no longer eligible forngtle I services
.slnce newnpublicshousing.had opened upiih another part oflthe
- city, thereb& rendering the formerly eligible high school ineli- -~

3,

gible.' Another district reported that after it dropped Title I

--serv1ces to secondary)schools because of expected ‘budget cuts, 1t
4 R ' . ,
s in fact recelved a larger alIocatlon than expected. However,

. this d1str1ct was reluctant to rehire teachers given future TEd-

‘eral funding.uncertainties. A fouxrth d1str1ct reported dropplng
' T1t1e I serv1ces at the secondary 1eve1 since T1t1e I readlng at

the high school was an elective subject.. Dlstrlct-personnel felt

2

that, given 1ts elect1ve status, it did not nec ssarlly/serve
e

.
t

those in greatest need, but rather was a program for students who

Nl still wanted to try to succeed.

* Title'I Subject Areas '

i} ‘ Most local Title I Dlrectors (97 percent) 1nd1cated that

readlng was the most important component of- the1r Tltle I pro-

grams (see Table 5«5). Almost two-thlrds of the dlstrlcts

offered mathematlcs as part of their T1t1e I program and approxl-
mately one-thlrd of the d1str1cts used program funds for language A

L4

arts_ programs.' Engllsh for students of 11m1ted-Eng11sh'back~ - }4
ground was part of the T1t1e I programs 1n 11 percent of the d1s-.
tricts and a-small percentage of districts offered other subject
areas such as speclal educatlon for the handlcapped (4 percent*)

and vocational education (2 percent),,

. . + A
. .. B
» ’ -8 I

o s-1162 |




TABLE 5-5

SUBJECT AREAS EMPHASIZED IN THE TITLE 1

PROGRAM DURING '1981-82 SCHOOL YEAR - .
Percent*.
Read‘ing'~ ' , N o 97 ’ .
‘Mathematics | . l L. s
- A, . . ¥ * ’
Other language arts 2 _ ) ) - 34 ?'a .
. \ l 0 3 N . '
Engllsh for students pf llmlted— . : - P - - -
Engllsh background o ' 11, - Lo
. Special education for the h5ﬁdicapped B 4
] e \ E] . -t . . . ) . <,
Vocational _ - o - oo ! 21”
(1,769)
' ! $
) .-
. \
v ¢ e
, o i . K N . . -_.'
' A} .
. [ / l 4
. . ﬂ:: “, . . | ' : ALY

. *Percentages in thls column do not total . to '100. percent since
more than one response to ‘the questlon was permltted.




‘ Changes in~Title I subject areas since 1978 were reported by

+ 30 percent of the districts. More districts added or increased
i . ) . )

Title I services in the areas of reading, mathematics, other
’ !

ianguage arts, and English for students of limitedenglish back-, -
groundvthanfdropped or decreased services in these areas (see
Table 5-6). The reverse was true for special educatlon and

vocational programs. The most frequent reasons reported by dis-~

“

tricts for these changes of emphas1s in subject areas were:

® Changes in Title I funding level (44 percent of those
: districts that made changes)

e Data from formal needs surveys (41 percent of those .
districts that made changes)

® Teachers' or Principals' recommendations (38 percent of
those -districts that made changes)

o Results of formal Title I program evaluations (27 per-
" cent of those districts that made changes)

e T e | Parents' recommendations (26 percent of those districts
that made changes) : . 3 R
) New state.mandates or emphases (24 percent of those

districts that made changes)

Intensity of Title I Instruction
T Several quantitative and qualitative factors can affect the
- concentration or intensity of Title I instructional services,

*f*-—inctudingT*for"example;'class size, the length and frequency of

*Follow-up .phone calls were made to all the districts visited
that reported having Title I supported programs for the handi-
capped. In all of these districts, the Title I Directors said'.
that handicapped students were eligible for Title I, but there
was no Title I component designed specifically for them. Thus,
the actual percentage of distrjicts having a Title I component
designed for the handicapped &s probably much smaller than the
3.6 percent obtained from th@& mail questionnaire districts.

5-19 164




TABLE 5-6 -

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS THAT MADE CHANGES
IN TITLE I SUBJECT AREAS SERVED SINCE 1978

Percent of Percent of

' Districts Districts
. : that Added . that Dropped
or Increased* or Decreased*
Rgading ; 19 : 3 ; = 7
Math - e 55 23
Other language arts 44 - 19
English for students of - : ‘ o
limited-English background 45 . ' 6
Special education _ 23 : 37
Vocational education -~ 0 B 24
(131)

*percentages are based on the number of districts that changed.

" emphasis in the particular subject arca. Percentages in these
columns do not total to 100 percent since more -than one response
to the question was permitted. =
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Title I classes, the time and location of 1nstruct10n, the qual—
ity and appropriateness of instructional materials and staff, and
the program ¢2sian modcl employed (1 e., 1nclass or pullout)..

The avera;e (m~an) number of students in a Title I lass for
public school students was 9.8 compared to 6.4 for nonpubllc

ents with an overall class size average of 9 student The
pupll to—1nstructor ratio was qulte low for both publlc (4.5 to
1) and nonpubllc (3.8 to 1) Title I classes. These data were
calculated from interview data collected from Title I.instruetors-
who served students attending public or nonpublicfsEhools. |

According to this sample ef Title‘I instructors, an average
(mean) Title I class period lasted 44 minutes, with a range of 15
to 300»minutesr This laiter situation occurred in replaeement—
type Title I programs. The modal nurber of times per week that a
student recelved Tltle I instruvction was five, w1th publlc school
students spending, on average, 4 hours a week in Title I classes

and nonpublic students, 2.63 hours a week .

€
bl

Most Title I instruction ocrurred during the normal zchool
day. Ninety-eight percent of the P?incipals interviewed‘reported

~that Title I instruction took place during tl.e school day. Onl}

Six percerit of the Principals said that some Titl: I instruction
occurred during summey/school, and “ess than four percent

reported that Title I instruction occurred before or after the
school day. ' i
Almost two-thirds of the Title I districts {>ok studen“s ort

of the regular classroom to another room in the building for

16¢
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Title I instruction. At the building level, Principals were
| asked to estimate fhe percent of . the total number of Title I stu-

dents served at their schools in various settings. :As indicated
AN

in Table 5-7, on average, Principals reported that 58 percent of .

< t

the students received.Title'I‘instruction in a separate room in
the school (16 percent in.a room;withoutjspecial equipment and 42
- percent inﬁa'room.ﬁith special equipment).* Thirty;seven percent
of.the Title I_students were reported to receive services in the
regular classroom. (The topic of inclass vs. pullout deSign for

Title I classes is treated in more detail in the final section of

~-thJ.s chapter).
h

In 22 percent of the Title I districts, however, at least

some portion of the nonpublic students receLved the1r T1tle I

instruction at a place other than the nonpublic schools they
attended during the regular‘school year. " The zlternative site

‘was most frequentlyfthe public school, often for summer school
instruction. 1In at jeast four states, however, at least half of
L

the Title I districts served ngnpublic Title I students in the
public school during the regular school term.

Districts rarely used neutral sites or mobile vans to serve

either public .or nonpublic Title ‘I students. NationWide, 4 per-

cent of the distrdicts. served some of their nonpubl:c Title I

L ~

students at neutgal sites,_and even fewer districts (2 percent)

L

used mobile vans.

_— - —- [ Lo

Characteristics and Assessments of Title I Teaching Staff

On average, Title I 1nstru>ters had 5.5 years teaching

experience and taught 71 students per year.

~
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TABLE 5-7 .
¢
" AVERAGE ESTIMATES OF THE PERCENT OF TITLE I
| STUDENTS SERVED BY LOCATION AS REPORTED BY. PRINCIPALS

el

Percent

A spec1ally equipped room in the school
(e.g., listening center, media lab, -
learning center) . 42
Another room without special equipment : 16
Regular classroom that also containpt :
non-Title I students: - 24
Regular classroom that is compoked
entirely of Title I students 13

. Others--e.g., specially ‘equipped room in - _
another bulldlng (all less than 2%) - o 3.

(280)
5= 23
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Title I instructors were asked to estimate the amount-of

time they spent on various Title I_activities,during a typical
week. As is shown in.Table 5-8, "the preponderance of Title I

“instructor time was spent working with.students, 57 percent of

{

their time during a typical week. T1tle I 1nstructors also spent’

a substantial amount of time plann1ng lessons (12 percent of

their t1me) and d01ng paperwork for thelr own plannlng (9. percent'

of thelr t1me) Management act1v1t1es such;as completlng paper—
work for the Title I offlce in their. d1str1ct, g1v1ng tests,_“
meetlng with parents'and other.teachers consumed 19 percent of a
Title'I 1nstructors t1me, on average, durlng a typical’ week.

. During 1nterv1ews, Title I Directors were asked if "there
were constraints, other than Title I funding limits; that might
affect the quality of the.Title I instructional staff. Fifty-
f1ve percent said there were no constralnts. Among those men- -
tioned by the rema1n1ng 45 percené were that the Tltle I staff
was less well paid, Title I teachers could not be tenured, col—-
lective barga1n1ng agreements decreased flex1b111ty, Tltle I was
a dumping ground for poorer teachers, senlorlty system caused

some good teachers to be “bumped, late notlflcatlon of funding

w'——~'-«-‘—:l—evel-—,;—and—.-1fi~:i.»gh'—-tur»—nov-e—r—among-s-ta-ff. :
e Elghty—elght pefA-nt of the érlnclpals interviewed were

‘satisfied with the T1tle I instructional staff. Concerns men- -

_ tloned by the remaining Pr1nc1pals included the need for better

quallfled personnel, the need .for more personnel, T1tle I teacher

attitude, that the Principal should have more say in the hiring




TABLE 5-8

- PERCENT OF TITLE I INSTRUCTOR'S TIME
\ .‘ DEVOTED TO TEACHING AND MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES
IN A TYPICAL WEEK AS REPORTED BY TITLE I INSTRUCTORS

Percent of Time
Spent on Each Activity
During a Typical Week*,

.Working with students - ' 57
Planning lessons o o » 12

Doing paperwork for teacher's own
-planning .. o o ‘ . |

o

Meeting with classroom teachers

Doing paperwork for.Title I office . - 5
Gi&ing tests , 4
Meeting with parents - 2
Atténéing inservice programs : 2

Meeting with teachers in othér L
special programs ' | : 2
 Other » ‘ _ ‘ 1
(274)

.

- . ’ o i

_*Percentages derived from re¢ported average (mean) number of hours
spent on each activity duriixyy & typical week by full-time and
.part-time Title I instructors. :

i
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practice, and that ‘some Principals would like to have other kinds
of personnel such as aides or math spec1a11sts.- _ -

The superv1s1on of Title I instructors was done by §. Prln

cipal.in 51 percent of the schools visited, by the centrsa offlce

in 8 percent, and by both” the ?rihcipal and the central >ffice in.
39 percent of the representative?site.districts. Most. Principais
were satisfied with the arrangeﬁents for supervision, wi+th only
four percent suggesting that there were some problems._

“ Title I Directors were .asked if Title I staff engﬁged in any
'nonlnstructlonal duties such as hall duty or cafeteria dwty

Fifty-one peroent responded that nonznstrtctlonal dutios were o
A

_required throughout the district. ' The districts which repeciied

that Title I staff were exempt from“noninstructional~duties (27
percent} were asked if this practice caused fricticn between
Title I staff and the Pr1nc1pal or non-Title I 1--"'*“u SeVentye'
three percent said there was no frlctlon,.23 percent said that
friction was ndnor{‘and only 4 percent_said.that chere was a
problem with noninstructional duties. l

Almost half the districts (47 percent) had some Title I

instructors whose salaries were paid in part w1th non-Tltle I

,__funds.ﬁ These funds were usually from local sources _(in 77

PO AP

percent of the- dlstrlcts with multlple funded Title I instruc-

tors). Forty-51x percent of these districte used other cate-

-~

gorical funds (eeg.r state compensatory education, special educa- .

tion, CETA, Federal migrsnt education programs)dto pay part of .
b S0
the salary for multiple-funded Title I instructors who had

'

responsibilities outside the .Title I program.

- 5-26 177
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'Staff Development B

Title I instructors were aéked about tbelsources of ideas
for the Title I prograﬁ. Sources mentioned most‘frequently weré
informal"discués;ons‘wi;h other Title I instructors (36. percent),
formal inservices (27 percent), SEA conferenceé or workshops (18
percent), district or regionai meetings or workshoés (13 per-
cent), and‘%eéource teaché;s or consultants (10 percent). Othér
soufces includgd'dollege'courses,'regular classrooh teachers, the
Tiiléﬁl ébordiﬁatof, and professional éssociétioés.

Thé mean number;ofiinservice training séssions attended by a

Title I instructor during a school year is shown in the following

chart:

Mean Number of _
Type of Inservice Times Per Year Attended
- uf
District level inservice . : 3.3
School site ihserviée . ' 2.5
Ca?leée or”universitnyIasses S 1.3

Workshops conducted outside the

_district 1.0
Conferences a o o .9
e e e e e e T T L DR AT ST I ~ - ———-(——2—74 )

Title I Directors interviewed generallf considered Title I
inéervice progréms to be.valuagle for Titlé I instructors, par-
ticulaflyAin familiar;zing them with new ideas, matepials. tech-
nelogy, and.teaéhinglteéhniques. Several Directofs said that

inservice training was especially valuable for paraprofessionals.



Nonetheless, in 12 percent of thesdistricts, Title I inservice
g . B . : o o
training was not provided.

. . Al

Changes in Stafflng and/or Currlcular Approach.

Slnce 1978, 42 percent of the dlstrlcts made changes in the
staffing and/or currlcular approach of their Tltle I program.

“Reasons glven by districts for these changes 1nclude. '

° Changes in Title I fundlng leVel (89 percent)

° -Teachers or PrlnC1pals recommendatlons (72 percent)

] _Results of formal Tltle I program evaluations (65
percent)

° Data from formal needs surveys (60 percent)

e Parents recommendatlons 9/6 percent) .

) Informal .assessments of program performancé'(59-
percent) '

Changes in the Title I fundlng level .tended to result 13 staff—
ing rather than currlcular changes, whereas teachers' or Pr1nc1—
,pals recommendatlons and 1nformal assessments of program per-
formance tended to produce'curricular-rather_than ‘staffing
changes. Other reasons for changes in staffing and curricdlar'
approach’had’a siﬁilar effect on these iwo aspects of the Title‘I'

program.

_ No discernable patterns were observed in these changes with

regard to the use of -instructional aides or class size. For

_1nstance, sixteen percent of the representatlve s1te visit dis-

.

tricts’ reported 1ncreas1ng their use of instructional aides’ s1nce_

1978 however,,flfteen percent of the districts 1nd1cated a

decreased reliance on 1nstructlonal aides in the Title I program.

Similarly, seven: percent of ‘the dlstrlcts lowered the pupil-to-
e _ .

. ~ 5-28 '
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1nstructor ratio in the Title I program over th1s t1me period and

six- percent 1ncreased this ratio. }

-

Desired Changes in Program Design | e e '“&“j .

Title I Directors were asked 1f there were any/features of

their T1t1e I programs that they ‘would want to change if their.
funding levels remain the same. - The 28 percent wh# desired

changes reported that they wanted to alter the foliowing program

aspects: S s - - , /'-. ‘

® Grade levels served (45 percent of those des1r1ng
changes)

™ Staff composition;‘relative number of ﬂeachers,.aides,
volunteers (40-percent) : -f '.;- e

® Pullout vs. inclass design . (36 percent}

‘ ~ :

e  Use of instructional technology—(36 pe#cent)"

e  Program curricula (26 percent) f .

o Subject areas covered (25 percent) , j * ?

® Pupil—to—instructor ratiosg (25‘perceqi)

Besides lack of funds, districts reported

the following bar-

e _
.I‘v

® Concerns about compliance (52 perced

R

@ . School principals and/or other non-Tltle I staff would
be opposed (49 percenb) - .

l . S T

riers to change:

® Title I staff would be opposed (48 percent)

e State Tltle I'office would be opposed (44 percent)’
ﬂ_o. ' District central off1ce would be opposed (37 percent)

' Parents would be opposed (3lvpercent) |

° ”_E;;I;;;; unions would be“opposedi(?7 percent) N




Title I staff opposition nas considered to be partIcularlfI“
strong for changes inuolving program curricula, use of instruc-
tional.technology?»and puIlout vs. inclass*desién.‘ In.additionf
concerns about compliance and the opp051t10n of state-Title I
office were espec1a11y strong for changes 1nvolv1ng the use of

pullout-vs. ‘inclass design.

" Coordinatior and Comparison of Title I and Regular Instruction

'

Principals, Title:I instructors,.and-regular classroom
teachers in.our sampie were asked to describe similarities and
differences‘betwcen,regular and Title I instruction. A number of
respondents said that Title I reinforced regular classroom ‘
activities and that ‘the  same skills andnsequence of skills wer¢€
provided in both. Title 'I instruction was said to be more indi-
v1dua11zed -and used a slower, morz basic approach. '

Hofags

Only 19 percent of the regular ‘teachers reported anf pro-

blems "in teaching the Title I students or the rest.of the clasa

because of the way Title I instruction was arranged. The most

frequently mentioned problems were scheduling, helping'students

make up missed work, students‘missing classwork, and interrup-

tions in the middle of a 1ess0n'for pullout.

° “
-

Regular classroom teachers were also asked to 1dent1fy the

- P J

person or persons responsible for grad1ng T1t1e I students work.
Forty-flve percent said’ that they grade the students w1th no -

input from the~T1t1e I teache:. Consultation w1th the Title I

'teacher\%s done by 20 percent. “Twenty-five percent said that‘the

Title I teacher gives grades, and !7 percent'mentioned.thaq‘

Title I teachers sent progress reports. . ’

< \“, . 5-30‘. - 17: \
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_included~§tudent problemsland.needs (52 percent of'the Title I

-

Regular classroom teach@rs reported that they met with the .

Title I teacher to coordlnate 1nstruct10n the follcwlng number of

. : . — o :
R . “ . . . : ’ L A

tlmes: -7 L. ‘ - .

: . . ) N . .

. . - - N
" - . o 8 .

Q o Percent of Regulars ,
Frequency. of Meetings . o -~ -. Teachers* -——— rome
. 0 - \ 2 . ) —_———
paily’ I o . 24 |
' >% e ' LS
Once or twice a week. - T 29" o
' Once or tﬁice'a_month o Y =14
Formally, at 'least once:a : ‘ . B L v
L 'grading period ' e e . 8
& T T WL
" Informally, ‘on an as needed R '
ba51s : . . - 18
' Infrequeﬁtiy or never . L 5 :
Never - ; : - SR ('“ Lo 9
. N . - J -
o SR _ (252) . ..

4 . \ 3 N e

Title I instructors and regular classroom teachers reported

~

similar topics of discussion during these meetings. They

;nstructors), student'progress (43 percent), instructional

technlques (25 percent), and skills needing reinforcement in

~ Title I (20 percent). .

-

o

*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more han one response to the questlon was permitted.

?
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LOCAL SERVICE DELIVERY MODELS (INCLASS VS. PULLOUT) °. L

¢ .- . . y . s A . (S

,introduction Lo a ' | ,' . ) S S ¢
"There‘is continuing interest-in Congress and.among localp
state, and Federal T1tle I adm1n1strators regardlng two popularly

labeled compensatory servlce dellvery models--the 1nclass, and.
"pullout" models. Interest,>1f not . controversy, surrounds the

use,.approprlateness, and relat1ve merlts of the pullout and
inclass approaches for dellverlng educatlonaI serv;ces to T1tle I
students. The District Practlces Study ] 1nvestlgatlon of the‘

[ ]

'1nclass vs. pukiout 1ssue focused on gescrlblng the prevalance of

'use,_changes over time, and district offlciais’ «eﬁpressed reasons

»

. for selectlng one or both delivery modes w7 a

\-‘.

-The term pullout 1n th1s study refers to, supplemental "g' .-

Title I-or other’instructlon that-1s dellvered to s%udents out-

a2

side the regular ‘classroom. Inclass refers t¢ such -instruction. -

IE]

dellvered w1th1n the. regular classroomv Despite'the laék of
expllc1tness of these deflnltlons, d1a+rlct admlnlstrators gener-:

ally had 11ttle d1ff1culty applylng one or the other terms ‘to ‘the
dellvery mode of their Title I projects...In general, dlstrlct'

administrators considered a replacement-deslgned Title'l class to .

v

fall 1nto the pullout class1f1catlon if 'the only students served

. using such a des1gn were T1tle I students,;and inclass if Tltle I-
and non-Title I students.together recelveo 1nstruction in the-
. hd N '( . . ‘

same classroom. - - - : C - .o

#

.Title I statute or regulatlons never requlred the use of a

pullout or 1nclass des1gn. However, ik the earller years of the -

N K -

v



tﬁe program, some staées refused to épp;ove inclass programs

‘ regarding pullout as the only way to be in compliance (NIE, 1978,
p. 179). <Congressional interest in not mandating a particular
desién, however, was reemphasized in Chapter 1 when iﬁ-stated
that use of a pullou£ design cannot be reqﬁired-to demonstrate
compliance with the supplement-not-supplant provisions.

Data from the District Practices Study about localléervice
delivery models for'Title‘I support at least three generaliza-
tions: (1) most districts-used.a puilout design for all or part
of their programs,‘buﬁ use of inclass designs was increasing; {(2)
local administrators reported choosing their program approaches
primariiy because they believed them to be éducationally éuperior
fof a particular component of the Title I program;iand (3) mis-
conceptions about the supplement-not-supplant provision, found in

Pl

 the past, continued to exist and to'influeQCe’prOgram.design

< . b Sl . .
choices in some districts. B '
s : . / -
) . . / .
‘District Practices and Reasons for Design Selection
‘ ‘ I

Most districts continued to chooserthe‘bullout model rather

R : : : i ,
‘than the inclass model. Ninety-two percent/of the districts sur-

';veyed by mail and 96 peréent-of the Title Ifbirectors interviewed
--eﬁployéa a pullout desigﬁ either exclusiVeJy or in coﬁbinatidn‘
with ;hé inclass désign. In contrast, only 30 percent of the ~
mail survey diétricts (but 46 pércent of p%e Title I ﬁirectoré

: interviewed on site) repo;ted using an in¢lass approach for part

or all of their programs. Fifty¥one percént of the representa-

tive site districts used a mixture of thq’inclass‘and pullout

5-33 |



approaches, 43 percent used a pullout n'odel exclusively, and 6
percent relied exclusively ontan-inclass design.

District size (as measured by the number of students :
enrolled) and budget allocations played no méjor role in the
likelihood of a distfict'using the pullout:design. However,lthe
.use of an inclass design was significantly contelated with the
size of the district. For the 30 percent of the mail question-
naire districts that used the_inciass design, very large dis-
tricts (79 percent) and large districts (4% percent) were far
more likely to employ the inclass model than small districtsA(28
percent) and medium size districts (32 percent).

The study was-also interested in documenting district admin-’
istrative rationales for choosing one or more service delivery
approach. Nlnety percent ;f the district administrators using a
pullout design indicated that they did so because they thought it
was educatlonally superlor for part or all of thelr Title I
program. There was no s1gn1f1cant variation by dlstrlct size
among districts whlch=sa1d that educatlonal.superlorlty was an

: L.
important reason (see Teble 5-9).

Seventyhthree percent of the LEAs'said‘that’pullouts_made it
easier to demonstrate compllance with funds allocatlon requlre-
ments. Dlstrlcts of all ‘sizes c1ted th1s reason second most fre-
" Juently. Themthlrd most frequent reason given by districts (87

percent) was that the state Title I offlce advxsed'the use nf the

pullout design.
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TABLE 5--9

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS INDICATING
REASONS FOR USING PULLOUT DESIGN, BY SIZE

Percent Percent Percent Percent -~ Percent

Reasons for of Small of of Large of Very . of all
Use of Pull- Dis- Medium Dis- Large Dis-
out Design . tricts* Districts* tricts* Districts* tricts¥*

Educationally 92 87 20 " 88 20
superior for . ' '

part or all of -

our program

Easier to demon- 72 72 77 - , .73
strate—compliance =~ T T T T .7 ‘

with funds alloca-

tion requirements

State Title I 59 55 55 55 57

office advice I ‘

Not worth the T 42 415‘ \ 3s 43 41

disruption of

changing _ .
(521) . (438)  (225) (20) - (1,204)

*Percentages in thése columns do not total to 100 percent since
more than one response to the question was permitted.
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As reported in Table 5-10, 87 percent of the mail question-
naire districts that used an inclass design as part of their
Title I program responded_that one reason they did so was because
it was considered an educationally superior approach for all or
part of their Title I program. Fifty-five percent said that
physical -facilities for pullouts\were not available. ,Twenty—
eight'percent indicated that the state Title I offlce had”
advised the use of,this design. - 3

Since a preponderance;of the mail questionnaire districts
indicated that'sound pedagogy was an 1mportant reason for thelr
selection of one or a combination of service dellvery models,‘the
case studies were used to examine in more depth the factors dis-
tricts considered in making these'pedagogical'decisions; One
district that had chosen to implement the inclass model With the
use of a1des dld so because a1des were more cost—effectlve than
hiring Title I teachers for a pullout situation. A- second d1s—
trict indicated they were notivated to choose the inclass de51gn
because it did not requlre formal teacher coord1natlon meetlngs.
. A th1rd d1str1ct reported that they had selected the pullout
design because the regular teachers and the Title I teachers d1d
not work well together in the same classroom. A fourth d1str1ct
decided ‘9 ad0pt the 1nclass des1gn at the junior hlgh level
becausé ‘unior hlgh students objected to being pulled out and
identif-cd. Thus,;the broad label of "sound pedagogy covered,af
.gam't of rationales related to perceived educational

effectlveness.

l
!

s
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I o . TABLE 5-10

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS INDICATING

REASONS FOR USING INCLASS DESIGN, BY SIZE \
. \

. _ 7 Percent  Percent Percent Percent Percent
Reasons for ~ . of Small of - of Large of Very . of all
Use of Dis- Medium - Dis- Large** - .Dis-
Inclass Design tricts* Districts®* tricts* Districts* tricts*
Educationally 87 . 85 ' 88 ] 83 87

superior for
part or all of
. our, program

| Physical facili- 48 57 o 61 - P 55

ties for pullouts
are not available

Not worth the 29 - 32 25 29 29
disruption of ' ' . A
changing '

‘State Title T ° 45 32 38 ' 12 28

office advice

0521)  (438) (225)  (20)  (1,204)

Y

N

“~

*percentages in these columns do not total to 100 percent ‘since
more than ohe response to .the question was permitted.

**The number of very large diétriqts responding to this item is
very small. Therefore, results in the category.should be
regarded with caution. ' e :

v - - . . ) s
. . ~ .

L
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Regardless of a district's reason for se;ecting.a pullout
model, such an approach usually necessitated decisions about
which subjects or activities students could miss when they wers
pulled out forf&itle'l instruction. Where such formal policies
ex1sted there was cons1derab1e.var1ance in what the policy |
_requlred. Flfty—enght percent of the Pr1nc1pals reported hav1ng
a policy.on the kinds of regular instruct%on studerts could or
could not miss when,receiving Title I servdces. .Stnu;nts were-
bnot allowed to'miss.reading dn‘40 percent of the distri::. having
,a.policy, they could not miss math in 22 percent of the RRREE
tricts, and they could not miss: phys1ca1 educatlon in 1# oorcent
of the d1str1cts. Slxteen percent of the dlstrlcts repocted that
students could not miss 1nstrvctxon°1n any bas1c subJect 51x%

- percent reported that students could _only be pulled from subjects
not offered by Title I. . .
2

Cross-Time Trends In Use of Inclass ‘and Puliout Models'

e

L4
The use of the inclass des1gn is increasin¢. GI the dis=

trlcts employing this approach, 32 percent increased thelr use of
this design between 1978 and 198l. Inly 10 percent decreased
thelr use of the 1nclass design. Diutricts reported no compar-
able net increase for the pullout do51gn (10 percent ind&cated an
- increase, while an equal percent report a decrease).

, The study also documented d1str1cts reoorted reasons for
.elther decreas1ng or lncreaslnu their use of the pullout model.
Table_5—11 presents the reasons given by Title I Dlrectors for

decreasing or increasing theiir use of pullout from 1978 to 1981.



TABLE 5-11

. DISTRICTS' REASONS FOR DECRFEASING OR
- INCREASING USE OF PULLOUT MODEL FROM
1978-81 AS REPORTED BY TITLE I DIRECTORS

Percent of Districts Percent of Districts
Giving Reason for -+ Giving Reason for
Decreasing Use of Increasing Use of
Reasons Pullout Model Pullout Model
Teachers' or | 74 + ‘ 72
Principals' : . '
recommendations
Informal assess- 51 ' 59
ment of program o
performance :
: . : L ?
_New district man- ' 46 ., - |
dates or educa- ‘ T
tlonal philosophy o
Parents' recom- 45 : o 4 57 .
mendations : '
Results of formal | 43 _ : 63
Title I program
evaluations v
Data from formal 43 . 56
needs surveys : '
—Changes in Title 38 . - 56
I funding level - ‘ SR
" 1'v4 state man- 30 ' ' : . 40
dates or emphasis e
Changes in other 30 . ‘ 31
local programs ‘ - o '
Demodraphic 10 4 21
cnanges - ' | ’
(184) : (165)
' B {
".
A 5-39.
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‘change was that they were not sure whether the program would

«

Teacher and Principal recommendations was the most frequently

cited reason for decrea51ng and 1nc§ea51ng use of the pullout

Posn

model. The dxta indicate that formal evaluation results-were

more Erequently considered an important factor when districts
increased their use of the pullout approach thanFWhen districts
decided to decreaee_their‘reliance on this model. Parent
recommendations appear to have favored the increase of the

pul out approach more frequently or at least their recommenda-
tlons carried more weight when districts were considering-
increasing their use of this approach. = No 51gn1f1cant differ-

ences were. found among small, medium, and large districts for

either decreaSing or increaSing their reliance on the pullout

model.
\ The study was alsc interested in determining what, if any,
impediments there were to districts changing from one service

delivery model to another. Twenty—eight percent of the districts

reported their desire to change features of their Title I

programs.. Thirty-six percent of those districts desiring changes

_stated that the desired change concerned program design models

(pullout vs. inclass).  Over a third (33 percent) of these

districts 1nd1cated that an 1mportant reason for not making a

étillfbe in'compliance if the change(s) were made..

Other data from the study suggest that misconceptions about

‘.

Title I s supplement—not-supplant prov151ons continued to

influence program design choicdes in some districtsu During
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interviews of Title I Directors, questions were asked_abdut
supplanting and excess costs problems. Virtually no Dir. ctors
described a supplanting problem as a failure to provide Title &

students their fair 'share of state or locally funded. services.

. Over a third of the Directors interviewed perceived supplanting

as a problemiinvolving use .of Title I funds for inéliéible stu~-
dents (a generai aid‘problem, not a supplanting violation).

One Title I Director, for example, discussing\a past "sup-
planting" problem in his district (teachers paid by Title I who
instructed.non—Title I students) said he solved the problemsﬁy
swiﬁching the prbgram from an inclass to a pullout design. Simi-

larly, another Title I Director made the mistake of thinking his

district "avoided all supplanting problems by making sure oniy

- Title I students received Title I services."

This confusion of general aiduviolations with supplanting
problems does not in iFself estabiish that ménY;school'districts
miéunderstOOd the true implic;tionsAof supplémentfnot—SUpplapt‘
for.design of Title I proggéms,-but two such éxamplesvamong tﬁe

x

Title I Directors intervieWedq@ay‘éonfirm just such a hypo-

‘thesis.ﬁ

One Title I Director in a largéiﬁrban'district showed DPS
staff an accurate and insightfui me;oréhdumaprepared 6n the
implicationé of the supplantiné requirement*for‘Tiﬁle I program. -
design. He éaid the memofandum'was written after lengthy réflec—
tion and detailed conversations Qith EDL;ff{cials. The memoran-

dum éontained a description of several alternativesfto>the;pull-

out épproach. o "Z:T\\\
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Another Title I Director reported a slmilar experience.’
After many hours of analyzing the excess costs models set forth
"in ED Title I gu1dellnes, this Director applled the pertinent
pr1nc1ples to the flscal c1rcumstances of his district and devel-
oped a detailed resource distributiog formula to ensure that each
Title I student would receive a falr share of state and local
services. This dlstrlct eventually developed a detailed plan
which used the excess costs,pr1nc1ples toﬁdevelop_an inclass
Title I replacement prOJect.

District Practlces ;tudy staff found no comparable documents
in other dlstrlcts,‘and both of these.exoeptlonal Dlrectors
stated that their work led them to a new‘qnderstahding of the .
meaning of.the excess costs and‘supplement—not—supplant provi:

sions .for the design of Title I .programs.

SUMMARY :
While the use of the_inclass model increased slightly.
between 1978 and l981,)most districts continued to use the»pullr

out model for"part or all of their Title I projects. Local
administrators. frequently repoxted that they selected thelr pre-—
sent delivery model or mlx of delivery models becauge of their
belief- that the approach was educatlonally superlor for their
partlcular dlstplct or for particular schools. DlStrlCt size is

strongly correlated with whether a district used an inclass.model

‘for all or part of its Title I program, with }afge distraicts far

¢ .

more likely to have employed this model,than small and medium

districts.

¢18/ , ,‘h
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Over two—thlrds of the districts u51ng a pullout model

believed this approach made it easier to demonstrate compliance
i

with Tltle I's funds allocatlon requlrements " District officxals'

expressxng a preference for changing the1r service delivery model

frequently cited uncertainty about the legallty of alternatives
being considered as a reason for aot adopting'the change. On the
l

§
other hand the study's case study data shggest that mlsconcep—
tion about the 1nterrelatedness of Tltle‘I s supplement—not—

\.

supplant and program desxgn dec1§lons per51sted for many local

Title I Directors. ‘
' .. |




CHAPTER 5%

PARENTAL, INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE I:
PRESENT PRACTICE AND FUTURE OUTLOOK

GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

The D1str1ct Practlces Study focused on the management

activities of dlstrlctSJ1mp;ement1ng Title I programs. Estab-

-lishing and managing parent advisory councils at the district

'and,'in most instances, at the school or attendance area levels

was a requlrement of the Title I leglslatlon. The spec1f1c

questions that gulded our inquiry in this area and the related
p .
‘findings are highlighted below.
> What proportion of districts had functioning councils,
as required by the legislation? :

" - NMNinety-four percent of the districts had a district-
“ level council that had met at least once during the
school year.

-_“Exghty-nlne percent of the districts with district-
level councils reported that all Title I schools had
school-level councils. :

° To what extent did d1str1ct-level councils advise pro-
ject managers about the planning, 1mplementat10n, and
evaluation of Title I programs, as mandated in the'
legislation?

- - While 81 percent of these counclls advised about at .
least one of these areas, 19 percent had no input
into program design, 30 percent had no input into
implementation, and 24 percent had no input into
evaluation.

-~ The district-level councils for smaller districts
(enrollment less than 2,500 students) had less input
into these areas. Correspondlngly, 44 percent’ of
these small districts reported four or fewer
district-level advisory council meetings during the
yYear. Only 8 percent of large districts (enrollment
of 10,000 or more) reported that their councils met
this infrequently. :

6-1 1RQ o



° What did Directors of Title I projects perceive to be
The relative burden and necessity of the legislative
requirements regarding parental involvement?

. - Parental involvement was ranked as the most burden-
. some of the legislative requirements. It was seen
‘ as only of modest necessity for the attainment of
program objectives. - ‘
- For each Director who: calied the parental involve-
ment requirement one of the best features of Title
I, three called it one of the worst. - '

e  What were the problems with the parental involvement
requirement that made it so burdensome?

- While organizing and meeting with parent groups did
not -take a great deal of time,'-there were problems
‘and frustrations in meeting the letter and spirit of
. the requirements. Only 15 percent of the Directors
reported no problems with their district-level coun-
cil, and less than half that number reported no .
problems with their .school-level -councils.
, . % ..
< - Obtaining members and getting them to -attend were
the greatest problems. Getting the members who
attended the meetings to participate was reported to
b~ less of a problem, but it still affected nearly
‘half of all district. and school-level coungcils.

- The larger the district, the less likely the Direc-
tor was to have trouble with the district-level
council, but the more likely he was to have problems
with the school-level councils. . : , -

° ' Given the elimination of the +equirement for ﬁarent
advisory councils under Chapt2r 1 of ECIA, what did
Title I Directors report would becomz of them?

- Just under one-fourth of the Direccors felt that the
district-level and school-level councils would con-.
tinue to operate as they had before.

o :

- Directors from larger districts were more likely to
expect that the district-level council would con-
tinue, but that the school-level councils would be
reduced or eliminated. I

- }Directors from smaller districts were more- likely to
expect that both types of advisory -council would be
eliminated. ) )

c
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- INTRODUCTION, = .- ' - : ' oL
$This chapter presents'a brief history of the:legislativeﬂ_

mandate for parental ihvolVément-in“local Title I projects, a_

+ - N

synopsés of prev1ous stud1es on thlsctopnc, an examlnatlon of the

. v

data corlected in the Tltle I Dlstr;ct Practices Study, and a

’y
’_n‘,-'

1}summary—of what ‘1ocal Tltle I off1c1als believed to be the future
. ! iz\ R > . X
. of parental 1nvolﬁément under Chapter 1 of ECIA. ) o

’
i1

. - s : - o 5 : :
. . L] 1
1’4 ; . . v N v
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HISTORY" OF THE MANDATE FOR PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT ST .-

“, The orlglnal leglslation for Title I (P L 89—10) in.1965

.requlred that parents be 1nvolved in developlng d1str1ct level

.~
©

applications. . Subsequent regulatlons and guldellnes sought to

vclarify'this requlrement. In July 1968, dlstrlct-leve; adv1sory
. . ,

bl

councils were suggested:; in November 1968, ' max1mum,pract1cal.
B . . " » . . - “ ;
‘involvement™, cf parents in all phases of Title I was- required.

In 1971 LEAs were required to provide parents with-documents on

‘ planning,”operating, and'evaluating prejeets:i‘In1197O.a Parent .
Advisofy Council was required at'the district'leve;; in 1974 the.
law'was'EHaﬁQEd“toﬁrequire councils-at the school level as“weirf
with merhers of all counc1ls to be selected by parents.. The d1s-.

+r1cts examined in the DlStrlCt Practlces Study were operatlng
under leglslatlon enacted in 19781(P.L. 95—56;) that descrlbed
the establishment of councils in;detail'and stated°the broad‘
areas of thelr responsibility and the support to be prov1ded to
them from Federal, state, and local sources. Sqme specifics of
this legislation will be presented as backgroundnfbr_undegstand—

- 2

ing the subsequent analyses of the data. o
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' ; . . CO '
~ Establishment of Parent Advisory‘Councils
/ - 'Y
. Title I leglslatlon 1n 1978 mandated/that ‘each’ schodl d1s—

tr1ct rece1v1ng Title I funds have a d1str1ct level adv1sory
. - B!
e Eounc;l. The majority of members were to be parents of children
served by Title I projects. Representatives of children and 4

LY

schools eligible for Title I services, but not currently par-

-

itiCipatdng, mere to'beﬁincluded on the council . The‘members‘had E
to be-elected byfthe parents in each district.. This could be
~accomplished by a generai election or by‘allbwing the school-
level codncils tq.eleet the DAC members.. - * .

Each prOJect'area or school was also- requ1red to have a

counc1l unless fewer than 40 students participated and no more .

than one FTE staff member was pa1d by Tltle I. The majority of

~each counc1l had to be parents of chlldren served by Tltle I, -
: N :
elected by the parents in that project area or scnool. If the
/

area or school had 75 or more served students, then the council

had- to have at least 8 members. Members were expected to serve
B Y

two-year terms and were eligible for_re—electlon. Offlcers of
' , - ‘ ) N .

.

. . . . .
these councils were-expected,to be elected after the council was
’ ~fully constltuted, and the council was td'meet "a sufficient num-

ber of t1mes per year," on a scheduleyand at loéatlons determxned

- -

by'the»counc11 1tse1f.- If parents desired to have teachers in-

project schoels serve on the cduncils, they were to be elected

also. There were no restrictions placed on the area of residence
. \ -

-

. of the teachers\ _ SN e co )

The leglslatlon spec1f1ed that ". . .each logal educational

‘ ~

~agency shall glve each adv1sory council which it establishes

~

gl e

.
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. ‘. responsibility for advising it.in planning for and imple-

mentation and evaluation'of, its programs and projects assisted

) . ‘ P

under this title" (§ -125(b), P.L. 955561)> - !

e

Support for Parent Adv1sory Counc1ls" ‘E'

_ The 1978 leglslatlon mandated that ‘all members of adv1sory

° \o‘

'coch11s rece1ve a copy of ' the Tltle I leglslatlon, Federal and
"o, ~

state regulatlons, and guldelmnes for ‘the program. Also, each

[

(SEA was supposed to glve each Dlstrlct Adv1sory Council a copy of.

-any report of\state or' Federal aud1t1ng, mon1tor1ng, or evalu-
~ ¢ ) .-
ation act1v1t1es in tuwt dlstrlct. Each LEA was to prescribe a
)

_program of tralnlng for all members of all. 1ts éounc1ls "to carr&-
\ .

«out the;r respon31b111t1es. Thls tra1n1ng"program was to be

€.

&

nlanned "in full cons,ultatJ.on'rl with the council membersf -More-

over, the Secretary was to sponsor reglonal workshopg to assist_

- -
,/\LEAs'“to work wmth and prOV1de tra1n1Ag to Parent AdV1sory_Coun—‘
. \
cils," and "to fac111tate parental 1nvolvement in' the programs,
- ..

conducted under thls t1tle‘"' F1na11y, the Secretary'was_requlred
to prepare a pol;cy manual to'"a331st adv1sory counc1ls_. .. in
| adV131ng the local educatlonal agencies 1n the plannlng for, and

1mplementatlon_and evaluatlon of,Qprograms and“prOJects under .
. . ¢ ¥ . o, o "y . v -

this title."
-~ . N , . . s

PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON PARENTAL INWOLVEMENT IN TIiTLE I

The synopsis of previous research presented in this’sectionai

will concentrate on parental invol%ement via the advisory coun-
¢ - ) . Lo : /
- 'cilg. The first three studies ‘to be'summarized were conducted
d‘ - L} ) AR -
rior to the enmactment of the Educatlon Amendments of 1978.

o'

~ .
h . . £

.{lgkf; g
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As a part of System~Development Corporation's tSDb].SUS*

IS

taining!E:::cts Study, 15 000 parents were 1nterﬁ1ewed 1n 1977 ‘.;u

Few of these parents were aware. of the sehools Parent AdV1sory )

.
[

Counc1l, few reported vot1ng in PAC electlons, and. few sa1d that
_they were or had beén PAC members ° (Hlnkley, 1979- Wang 1978) .
- The- Natlonal Instltute‘of Educatlon (1978) reported that

C %
Pr1n01pals often domlnated School Advisory Counc1ls, most counc1l

“membersfwere app01nted rather-than elected, few d1str1cts offered

N -

‘.

re

training to' council members, and councils were seldom in 01Ved in
4 . V ! I I ‘

planning or evaluating projects. NIE conclnded‘that there,Qas_no.:
clear Federal pollcy on parental 1nvolvement -and that iack'of~‘
this created cons1derab1e confus}on about the’ role of the coun- {:
cils and led to a. great deal of varlety in thelr operatlons.‘
'CPI‘Assoc1ates (1979),assessed ‘the 1qpact.of counc1ls on’
Title f proﬁebts:‘and concluded that-distriqt—level councilsﬁhad
querate 1mpact wh11e s@hool leve} counc1ls had 11tt1e 1mpact i
They also- fo"nd};yat counc1ks had the greatest 1mpact when the
LEA staff sought their support for a .change in the program.-

Counc1ls that attempted to obtaln changes on thelr_own had little

s

impact . . ' P o . ".'. - ¢

*The major study of parenta1 involvement in Title I to date

was conducted by SDC (1979-81) after the enactment of.the new

\ : ) . . : .
legislation in 1978, but before the regulations corresponding to,
this iegislation.were promulgated. SDC found that in 1979: R

Distrigt-level Counci1s~[DACs]

e  Nearly 100 percent of the d1str1cts served by T1tle I
- had a district-level council.

~

. ’ 6 ’ : l“ .' . | il .
o - 19‘1 ‘ . e e’ "
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' Ninety-five percent of the districts served by Title I °
~had gouncils on which parents of served children were .
the majorlty of- vot1ng members. . N .

] B . -
.

The Parent Advisory Council [PAC}\chalrperson or. . -
another PAC member presided over-district-level counc1l T
meetings in-57 percent of the districts, but they . set '
the agenda by themselves in only 17 percent. of the’
wdistricts, sharing this-duty'with the progect Director
__or Parént Coordinator 1n 49 .percent of the. dlstricts.

h ] - ~

.

Nlnety—seuen-percent of the d1str1ct level commlttees
participated in evaluation, 60 perceht rev1ewed or
'signed off on.all or part of the budget, 'and 30 percent
had 1nput into, staff selectlon ,OT evaluation. | >
Twenty | percent-of the d1str1ct level «<ouncils had a .. o

budget they could use at the1r own d1scret10n.
L 4

School level Counc1ls ESACs] < - S : . o

Lo could spend at the1r own dlscretlon.

N . ) cT .
Flfty—seven percent Qf schools with 75 or more: .served
students had counc1ls.composed of .7 or fewer members.‘
(Three percent had no council.) ' -

In 1) percent of the scﬁgol.councils,éparents'of*servedf,lf o
students were hot a majority of the voting membership.. =~ - .

.of the school councils,

In 45 percent .
élected to membershipm

parents of served.
.chlldren ‘were e

3

In 56 percent -of the school counc1ls, the meetlngs ‘were

-.conducted by the - SAC chalrperson or .another .SAC
officer, but only in 24 percent did they set the
_agenda. Agenda setting was shared with project 'staff.
.in 45 percent. of the: schools. o

-

The -participation levél-of school counc1ls in- such

activities as pro;ect application, budget rev1ews, -and -
\:personnel selection and evaluation was slightly:less’

than for district councils. More schocl councils =~ = .
however. L o ° k;f

[y

advised on evaluatlon,

[

About 12 percent of school counclls had -a’ budget they - R U

e

_The flndlngs fromvSDC s 1n—depth studles {1981) 1nd1cated

. that there was probably not ‘much substance to. the level of m'; " .t
[3 .‘.: ; ..
1nvolvement calledo“adv1sement“ in SDC s survey. If the survey - .
R4 L. °,
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data are re-computed by class1fy1ng the "adv1“ ... level ‘as

equlvalent to haV1ng llttle or ‘no 1nvolvemen1 . urvey indi; )

1 4 E
. cated that only about 30 percent of the counca. rither
© level) had any'shared or-excluﬁive-decis{on-making ponsi-

. »

'-b111t1es w1th respect to pro;ect appllEatlons and eve uatlons,

’

only 20 percent exer01sed this level of input, in bidyet s1gn,off-

. -~

and less than 5 percent exer01sed thls level of aur~or1ty in

personnel matters. _ ) _

Although the 1978 leg1slatlon fongltle I clar1f}ed the -
rules governlng the combosltlon and formatlon of adv1sory coun;
"cils, 1t (perhaps 1ntent10nally) left vague the nature of the
'role of these councmls. SDC found generally hlgﬁu}evels of cok- .5
ppllance with rules .governing the format1on and composrtlon of -

d1§tr1ct level counclls, and somewhat less compllance regard1ng

< - y
M 4

;school-level counc1ls. However, few_d1strlcts-aotually received

'or\attended to advisement from the1r councils. On the other )
RN
’ hand, a small proportlon allowed these coun91ls to exer01se great
/ .,authority over the nature of" the T1tle I pro;ect._-‘ ‘ R
« ISSUES ggggESSED IN THE DISTRICT PRACTICES STUDY - : .
o .

.H-_‘

The SDC. study prov1ded a comprehenslve descr1ptlon of the

Vcomposltlon and functlonlng of Parent Adv1sory -Couricils at the
’ \ »
d1str1ct and school - levelsﬁ However, that study was focused on

1
M

the ways in which parents could 1nfluence programs and pro;epts:'

CEER S . [

'and the -ways in which d1strlcts could foster involvement of
-greater numbers of parents. The DPS  focused on the management

activities‘of distribtsfimplementlng Title I programs.. It asked. -

«
. . LI -~ .o N
s - |

S | R 18¢.
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respondents to:reflect on the hecessity for certain activities

and the- burdens thatﬁsuch-activities.placed on the staff respon- -

sible for imple.cating the programs. L v

T -

_This section/Will present some descriptive data about the

existence and functioning of coun 1ls, and compare these figures

to thosm reported by SDC. Hocever,?the main-focus will be on:-’

e The areas in which PACs contributed to projects .
‘ e the perceived necessity of parental involvement
e The perce;ved burden of complying w1th parental

involvement requirenients

e - The anticipated and des1red changes under ECIA
Chapter 1 , .

" .
, ® ) . o .

The data for this section are drawn from the mail question-

‘naire, structyred interViews with district staff .and some parents -

: : v
in a representative sample of 100.districts, and reports of

.- . “n : . h ,

focused on' parental involvement ;- however, there were a number of

places where information about the, involvement of parents, par-

ticularly throuéh PACs, was obtained, A careful examination'

R

revealed that high levels ‘of parental involvement through PACs

+ I. ‘..

was not pP%valent in the case study districts.

'Establishment of AdVisory Counc11s S _ o

3 v »

Ninety—four percent of the districts had a district- level .

¢

advisory council -that had met during the 1980- 81 school year

This figure is lower_than theJSDC figuf& because SDC's survey did'.

'not spec1fy that ‘the council had to have met during the year in

*

order to be counted. Among these districts, 89 percent reported

t

-3

~,---,". g _ 6-9 | . , ,‘t-

) ' ' N » * » . ’ » . \' :
"in-depth case studies. in 40 districts. The case 'studies were not
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that all schools rece1v1ng Title I. serv1ces had a’ school level

adv1sory counC11 in 1980~ 81. Among the ll percent of d1str1cts

thatﬁhad sqme‘schools without SACs, the average number of served
. . b

7

schools that did not have councils was 3.2. SDC's evidence of

s ’
5, h1gher compllance with the. regulatlon concernlng the establlsh:\\J(

. &
ment of school -level counclls is probably related to the exclu-
sion of schools having fewer than,40 served students in their

-

estimates gSmaller districts held fewer DAC meetings' than larger -
districts:and involved their'parEnts for less time, as shown in

Table 6—1; S e 4
a ~

Adv1sory Councll ‘Contributions to ProJects

’ .
3 W

i The data in Table 6-2 show that T1tle I Dlrectors 1nd1cated

\

that most DACs made recommendatlons about plann1ng, 1mplement1ng,

-

[
‘and evaluatlng the Tltle I program. THowever, “councils infre-

E quently 1n1t1ated action in these mandated areas. of involvement.
B vo! 3

Indeed, Title I D1rectors 1nd1cated that l9 percerit of the DACs.

4

had no 1nput 1nto program des1gn, 30 percent ‘had no- 1nput.1nto

\ t \,.!

,1mplementatlon, and 24 percent had no 1nput into evaluatlon. '

«

There was a tendencyefor smaller districts. to have no
. ,- .
1nvolvement more often than larger d1str1cts, as shown in Table

6-37 Thls 1s,~of course, consis tent with the tlme commitment and
w ¢ .
fregquency of meeting data presented in Table 6-1.

The data in Table 6-2 concernlng councll 1nput 1nto the1r

¢ }
own rble or function and 1nto ‘other types of parental 1nvolvement

are consistent with the SDC findings. "There generally was more
| . b . ¢ T L] ‘ . ' . N
council-initiated (meaning the parents on the council) activity

! : o _ ' .

-



TABLE 6-1

. FREQUENCIES OF DAC MEETINGS AND TIME OF . .
DAC MEMBERS DEVOTED ‘TO PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE I

r . Co . o

. : . District Size*
. ( |
T, _ ; - : Small Medium Large Certainty
- ) ) n . .
‘- . * . . hY ‘
- > - ’ .
. Percent of districts . : : .
holding fewer than four ' Y SR ¢ )
DAC meetirigs in 1980-81%* 44 . 34 10 . L
. o L \ ' S .
' N ‘ - - -
(181 )*** (151) (80) (8)
$ & " o
Hours DAC members -spent . o
on parental involvement _ , S o \
in a typical month in ) . f e : .
Title I****‘j. . . 506 407 : '806 2507 ~
. ™ . ’ - . '
. Lo : (21) . (29) - (9) (23)
* B ‘ - R ¢ s -
d' ¢ s
- - . .
. . ) . 5 . -
f - . ‘ . N ]
4 . L .,

‘*Certainty districts are those with total enrollments greater
~than 50,000 students and are among the 60 largest districts in -
the cbuntry, large districts have enrollments of at least 10, 000-

medium ilstrlcts have between 2,500 and. 9,999 students- and smalli,

., dlstrlcts have less than 2,500 studente.J .
. **Maif survey data. | - , 1' o '.7‘ S
N . .
***Number in parentheses below line in thls and -all subsequent
tables is the number of respondenﬁs to thls item.
**:;Representatlve 81te v1sft data--DAC Member 1nterv1ews.

% o " .
. a * . | N ' 4




TABLE 6-2, o /
" PARTICIPATION. OF DISTRICT ADVISORY COUNCILS '
'IN VARIOUS AREAS OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT

. . . ! -
. - . “ . . -

e - ‘ : " Percent +  Percent.’
Features of the Title'I - . Initiated Made Recom-
Instructional Program v ‘Action* meridations*
fgrovided input irito the design Jf , S
the.1981-82 Title I ogram . 8 T T3k
Helped establishlast yar's Title I R : e
program’ T 6 . 64
"Assisted in @sse551ng last year s . . 7
Title I prograim ‘ —_ e . 67
Role or Functlon of Coun01is ' y

Expanded or contracted the coun01l s ' P ) !

responsibilities— i3 .36
Involved “itself in election proeedures - 25~ - 41 .
Involved itself in planning for = o '

training of council members ’ 19 40
Involved itself in obtaining informa- ) . : )

tlgn pertinent to council business o 24 .~ 38 )

B : o Yo e . .
Other Pypes of Parent Involvement . 1N
A . . ) _
\Helped plan or establlsh workshops for v oL - ’

parents . o .. 22 ' 33
Encouraged parernts to work as volunteers L -

in classroom 18- s 31
Encouraged parents to-*work as volunteers .o .

. for nonclassroom activities 16 24
Encouraged parents to help children with . ' '

homtework for school~related work in N ’

the home . ) : 23 . 43
Other . ) ' 5 <. . 8 .

' T ‘ . » - . ¢
AN - .
: g - (424) (424)

- ) s " . e {
*Percentages in these columns do not total to.100 percent 51nce

more than one response to the questlon was., permltted.

’ .
.

.

. . . 'vlv
: I v 200
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\/;l. o | TABLE 6-3° 0 _
. PERCENT OF DACs FROM 'DISTRICTS OF DIFFERENT SIZES
) . REPORTED AS HAVING NO INVOLVEMENT IN THE

MANDATED AREAS OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

\
. ra .
. o District Size
) , , < \ Large and
Small "Medium | Certainty
’ K ' . . "~ te ) T R (I .
+ Program Design - , .- 24 .10 13
. Implementation © 34 22 o 23
Y , : _ S | N
Evaluation .. 27 .21 _ , 19
R (190) - (152) .- (87)
’, ; .
, . &
£ , ““ r . .
: [
. & . !
~
\ ~—
'Y
& ~
oo d " * AN . ,,
1 S
PRI ¢ h i. .,
. ‘ \ (
) 9 ‘. . ’ -’ »
ot - 6—13




in these areas. In many districts, spc. found both‘parents_and
district officers in accord that these areas were more appropri- {‘>
ate for parent.input.than‘the technical areas of planning, bud-
geting, implementing, and evaluating Title I programs. i
In the mail survey, Title I Directors were asked whether
they had changed either the grades served or the subject mattei
areas in which Title I provided supplementary services. About 30
percent. said they had. These Directors were asked to rank the
influence of parents on these changes. Parental input was ranked d
as least 1mportant regarding grades to be. served, falling well
behind changes in funding levels, staff recommendations, needs

surveys, and program evaluations. Changes in funding level,
staff recommendations, and needs surveys again outweighed paren-
tal.input in the choice "of subject matter for Title I serVices,
while program evaluations, state mandates, and shifts in district
approaph were given about the same Qeight.

In’the mail survey, Directors were also ‘asked if they would
like to change any feature of their program, holding funding con-
-stant. The twenty-eight percent Who said they would were asked

. [

to rate several potential barriers to these changes. Table 6-4

shows that parental oppos1tion was less likely to be conSidered a

A

- S

4 barrier than all other sources but unions.. For every Director )
stating'that parental opposition would be very‘important, there
were more than five stating~thatlit would not be important.

Parental -Involvement: Burden vs. Necessity

In the mail survey, more than half.of the Title I Directors
("

reported that they spent less than 25 percent of their time

*

L eanggy




TABLE. 6-4

DIRECTORS' RATINGS OF VARIOUS POTENTIAL
' IMPEDIMENTS TO CHANGES IN PROJECT ACTIVITIES

R .

' Percent Percent - Percent
‘Very Somewhat Not

Important Important Important

. We aré not sure whether the .
program would still be in ‘ v
compliance if the change(s)

were made _ . » 40 12 48*
State fitle I office would: - .

be opposed- : 30. 15 55
Title I staff would be opposed 20 ' 30 T sl

' L3 . ) ’ A

District central office would _ .

be opposed . 18 - 20 62
School principals and/or other

non-Title I staff would be : ,
- opposed n , " 14 . 35 51

. - N o : A

Parents would be opposed ) 13 - - . 18 _ 89

*~ Employeé unigns would be _° Co ‘
opposed . : : . 11. 16 - 73 -
) , r
g
*Rows total to 100 percent, except for rounding errors. S

e . - 6-15 203 |
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[

administering Title I. They were also responéible for other pro-
grams and projects in the dist§ict. These Directors indicated
. . ’ . * <

that organiZingﬂand meeting with parent g;oﬁps occupied.only 10
. . . - P :
percent of the time they spent in the administration gf Title I.

Thus, the total time devoted to parental involvement does not
indicate tgat this would be an exce?sive burden on project:man-
. . // .

/ 3

, ) \ ’ e
agement. However, parental involxgment was often reported%zo be '

the most burdengome fea;uré of Tﬂ%le,l. Furthermore,fﬁheﬁ asked

to name the best and worst'featq?es'of the current Title I legis-
i . i .

Iatiqn, three respondents called parental involvement one of the

worst features for everyone who called it one of the best.
Although the amount of time spent on parent inVolveménﬁ does

not seem to be burdensome, there were problems and frustrations

¢

in meeting the Tetter and the/ spirit of the requirements for
elected councils of specified size.'ﬁﬁn;ygls percent of the Title™
I Directors responding to the mail'su}vey reported that there

were ho problems with the DACs, and even fewer (7'percent) .-

reported no problems with the SéQéT The survey asked about.thrge‘
possible problems (obtaininé‘members, getting members to attend

. ' et 2
. meetings, and getting members to participate at the meetings they

attended). Each jof these seemed to plague Title I Directors to -

-

varying degrees, 'depending- upon the size of t‘e district, as’

shown in Figure 6-1. SACs Were more troublesome the larger the -

district, while Dﬁgs were less trodblesome. This may be related..
- ) i . r 9.

to the finding that members of DACs in larger.digtrictsbhad

’

longer terms of service on the council and had more training.;
B Ll

<

™ ‘ . o ) & /J e 0
- ’ - ' v c_—
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FIGURE 6-1

v

PROBLEMS WITH DAC AND SAC MEMBERSHTP, _
" - ATTENDANCE, *AND PARTICIPATION, BY DISTRICT SIZE
° 4] . .

3

' t DISTRICT SIZE

5 .

L. Medium hY ‘ Larnl Cartai'r-ly N,

. . 3

Q 3

73

Attendance

F;ar:.t_icipation ¢ 50 DAC

N T
N, 2>

51
SAC a7

OON
0
%\

L 3

The figures represent the pércen'tage;of the Title | Directors in each size group reborting thata p;articular problem’
h/aigy(racterized the DAC or SACs. ‘

Pa

.
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. . ‘
SAC ‘members served' shorter 'terms and were less well trained,
P : .

.overall. Table 6-5" summarizes these,data;

Members of DACs-and SACs xere interviewed about the same
" L8 A
potent1al problems. They tended'to report slightly lower inci-

dences of problems, eSpec1ally V1ew1ng attendance and part1c1pa-

4

tion as less troublesome, than'd1d the surveyed Directors. Over-°

all, 33 percent of DAC members reported no problems, Whlle only )

.10 percent of SAC members ;eporteﬁ no problems. v
When asked about spesific causes of these problemsf the DAC

~and SAC members cited many reasons, but few with enough frequency

to firmfy establish them as preeminent causes. The most often

_cited reasons weré: - .
i . s

® Working parents have little time (25 percent.) .
b e Parents lack 1nter§st or feel meetings are a waste of
time (13 percent)
e
. {
‘@  Parents lack specific knowledge needed _to oerform their
L ~ duties (16 percent)
< '. . ‘
P Parents of students in private schools or parents of

r ‘ limited-English-proficient [LEP] students are sourdes
S of these problems (6 percent)
S ) X4

QHANGES THAT MIGHT OCCUR UNDER ECIA -

56(b) of . Chapter l, ECIA (P L. 97-35) descr1bes the

assurances that districts must prov1de to the state in apply1ng

-

for Chapter 1 funds. [It st1pulates that Chapter 1 programs and
.ﬁpprojectsamust be "designed and implemented ;ﬁ consultation wlth.

parents and teachers" of the children beinglserved. Grantees are

not requ1red to establlsh Parent Adv1sory Counc1ls.. Houever, the

conference report accompany1ng P.L. 87-35 states that "it is an

.

. : ’). = S : .
o o - dl? 208 ) '




] S o TABLE 6-5

' ‘ » . .
. YEARS OF SERVICE OF DAC AND SAC MEMBERS AND
HOURS OF TRAINING PROVIDED TO COUNCII. MEMBERS

’, : .
. ’ .
. - ., [
) o ’ .
¢ . . e
N .

- \- '.’a- '
ﬁ District Size
. j<,. N Sgall "« Medium Large Certainty
. o . N
Years of Service on .
Council ' . o
DAC =~ =, 1.8 . 2.4 2.8 - 4.7
SAC ' . ) ’203 “_' ' 1'-6 2-6 ' . 3-0
” ) .J o
\
... 4 . f
. Hours of Training in A
Last Year L ¢ 0
DAC . e 2.9 - 2.9 6.8 . 730.0
o . ’ : L .y
SAC. . ) 2.3 . ¢ 0.6 1.8 . 12.8
h » ) t . . .
, %
& “ )
of .
L] -
. .L/
. . ot
p] -"‘
/



~ option of.the iocal educationaI agencies to continueuusingéPACsv;
to comply with the consultatlon requlrement' (p.'748)., It may
~also be worth not1ng’that parents are now to be consulted on
\ deslgn and’ 1mp1ementat10n 1ssues, where before, they were to
adv1se on plann1ng, 1mp1ementat10n, and evalu}tlon questlons."
Because at the t1me of -our survey the leglslatlon was very ;o
new, only 14 percent -of the mall questlonnalre respondents said
they couid respond to a general question about . the strengths and
weaknesses oE ECIA. N1neteen percent ‘of these thouqht e11m1na—

.tion of _required counc11s.was a strength, whlle 14 percent

'thouqht it was a weakness. Given spec1f1c 1nformat10n about the ¥

e
>

ECIA requlrements, about 75 percent responded to particular hypo—
thet1ca1 outcomes by - choosing the one they would prefer and the .

» .. ‘one they-ant1c1pated would-occur; these responses are presented

.

in Figure 6-2. oS '

'J' The,1nterv1ews conducéed with Title I D1rectors conflrmed
-‘*:these trends, as ~shown in Table 6~6. The DAC was ‘regarded as
‘unlikely to change in most 1arger d1str1cts (65 percent), wh11e‘
-some.smaller d1str1ctsﬂreported that they may -eliminate all |
s counc11s (42 percent). : - - - , L ;T\\

When we tried to determlne whether there was a relatlonshlp

between the problems with counclls cited ear11er and the des1re

‘
§

to retaln or eliminate them, we found that the data were ‘incon-
clusJ.ve. Ver’ few DJ.rectors reported no problems, and they
seemed to choose retentlon or elimlnatlon in about the same pro—.

portlons as D1rectors who reported problems., Thus, we cannot

620, 20d




' . FIGURE 6-2 . -

- ' PREFERRED {AND ANTTCIPATED CHA‘\V‘ES TO DACS
AND SACs AS A CONSEQUENCE OF ECIA

) . H . .
L} . B ) . - . e ’ (;\ l'\. : v, o o . (I/ ,
. o o i . DISTRICT SIZE " . - ’
Te e . . : : L Large and
P . _— = Small - \ ' - edium : Certainty
- » v ’ . ‘ + - b — )
All councils will continue e 4w
operating as they are this year. : } . _ B . -
) o P - L -
1 3 refer Expect 2 3 . 271 Prefer 20 - 33 Prafer Ex 03
| o

vt

The DAC, will be basically
unchanged, but SACs will

ohe substantially reduced
or eliminated.

<}

The DAC wil! be substantially : :
reduced or eliminated, while - . .
SACs remain basically _ d . :
unchanged, - . 1. = , N Coe

- - -l Prefer JExpect’ ' a

Both the DAC and the ’ SN .
SACs will be effectwely ’ . - .
ehmlr-ated L : . ®

Ex t:tz3

- 4 " 22 Prefer Expect 22 v 22 r

g YN . esslends:

The figures represent the percentage of Title | Directors reporting their prefe‘rahea or expected change.
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o : ANTICTPATED CHANGES TO DACs_ AND SACs N ¢
. ..’ AS A CONSEQUENCE OF ECIA* ' ’
‘ \ i R . '\ ’,‘», o ' g
) ) s .
. . . : e/ ,
< e - _ DlStrlCt Size. - ’
i ) N . . '
e e Cs . Percent &Percent B Percent
. s . - Small . Medium Large and Certainty .
) o . '- i .. "’ v' :
A1l councils will continue L : 4 S
operating as, they have | R A S '
this year. n._' ot 26 .21 - - 34

. . * . ’ ‘ f - . Iy
- . - . . N
) . _ .
. .o
.

The DAC will ‘be basically’

unchanged, but SACs will . i i Tow
be substantially reduced . o .
or ellmlnated._ . -3 21 - T 31
,: o \ 4 4 N -
\ t

. The th*wlll be substan- ° .
tlally Yeduced or elim-
inated: ‘while ‘SACs remain . '

baslcally unchanged.. _ o 9 o 6" .
- = . | \U’.f - a ' [ S8 )
~Both thelDAC and thé SAC | ' ' e
Awlll be ellmlnated. L 42 _ 29 : 12,
! J; . : : :
f S 4 (31) _ }34) o (32) |
IS ‘\“‘\~ . . s e ¥
e ) »
) ‘ ’ .
’ - -~
- + L
- /
- . a

*Table entries are the percentages of D1rectors in each coumn,
(size category) giving the indicated response.- Responses were

+ coded frpm-answers to a bmoad question concerning the D1rector 8-
"best gubss" as to the future of the .councils.
L . - ‘ " ‘ . "\ .
- . N " . Q' -
® _ , -
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formalry conf1rm that problems W1th SACs reported by larger d1s—

’ tr1cts are lead1ng them to want to reduce or elimjnate these

a i

lcounclls.

.
. . .
e f ]

When we asked why they chose as they d1d, the respondents

[

favorxng ellminatlon of counclls re1terated the burden-of - o

N

requlreménts for electlons and for having a certahn.number of
members. Apparently, Dlrlctors would have preferred smaller

&
counclls than were prescr1bed under T1tle I and would have'pre—

ferred to app01nt members- rat%gr than hold electlons. .

A ~

Some contrastlng quotes capture the flavor of the 'extreme

-

’ _positions W1th‘respect to parental 1nvolvement: - 2 .

WANTING ONE REQUIRED PAC  °  ° WANTING TOTAL LOCAL OPTION

. ] . — . ’ \ r's .
Parents gre valuable as S + Parents don't want to be
advocates for the, prograrni. T bothered. . . ¢ ¥
There should be a_requirement ~ Tifle I?requirementd are too
that goes beyond Yconsult- - ¢ ° time-<consuming for parents to
ation."  Schools don't exist . commit themselves to DAC par-
in a.vacuum; they have to t1c1patlon.

IS

. have an effective relation- o .
ship with their clients. o ' el .

-

o : . ) .

Parents bring an accounta- . Professional educators need
blllty to the program that . to make the decisions. Edu--
“is basic. ; cators do all the work any—

-

. , . way, so why bother?
The optign may-create pres-

sure to increase the number - PACs are a thorn in' the side
of groups to represent each due to political activism and
‘paren; faction. .. , . - . demands for services.

ECIA represents a departure from previous legislation

regard1ng parental 1nvolvement in T1tle I. The scope of
federally requlred irvolvement has been reduced-.and the mandate
for a particular'vehicle-for involvement, the advisory counclls,
: . - . ) ﬁ

S a -
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has been eliminated. A sizable fraétion (19 percent) of the sur-

e veyed districts antlcipated that their counCils will disappear.

a

Although other distrréts reported that they want to keep parent
adwisory gfbups, they w111 probably be formed in ways diﬁferent

from the Title I 1egislative prescription. A confounding factor

is that certain states mandate adVisory groups -for schools

. P . \
rece1v1ng various types of supplementary funding.

® It will be of interest to note%\_///

° Whether more states begin to mandate advisory. councils
(8o that they can be assured that the projects are run
in consultation with parents of served children})

. . ..‘ -

® Whether, in the absence of state requirements, dis- |,

R . tricts choose to maintain a council or codncils; ~ -

'whether they 'are composed of elected or appoxnted mem-—

bers-ﬁipd whether parents of. .served children are the

. majority of membership .

® - Whether, because of state requirements or district

interest, the councils that: are retained have greater’
_or lesser involvement‘w :

0
" -

" The requirements for parental involvement in Federal pro-
grams were‘deSigned to insure that parents of the children to be
served participated in.the planning and implementation of local
projects.. The Federal goyernmentnis devolving the authority for
‘ the design and operation of educational programs to the states,
and removing "unnecessary Federal superViSion, direction, and
control. . . (and) . « » burdens whi¢h. . . make'no cqntribution*
to the instructional program." This move towarde 10ca1.cdntrol

may be offset by the concurrent weakening of specific provisions

for the involvement of members of the groups to be served. On

”~

the other hand, renoving the'prescription for the advisory
6-24
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cehnc1ls may offer local admlnlstrators the opportunlty to

1nvolve members of suc groqp$‘1n more creatlve ways.

; Although dlstrlcts generally.complled successfully w1thvthe

-~

v

Title I requirements to establlsh counc1ls, parents aid not seem

- n

to become deeply 1nvolved.1n plannlng, implementing, or'evalu-
atlng Title I programs in mpst dlstrlcts. It remains a question
 whether ellmlnatlng the requlrement for counc11§ will reduce or

enhance the quallty of parentel-1nvolvemept'1n.these activities.

. “ s
! v 4 s
. ¥
. 5
.
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oo CHAPTER 7

FUNDS, ALLOCATION REQUIREMENTS "o
GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS’OF SIUDY FINDINGS .’. -
® Did districts have d1ff1cultx w1th the maintenance
of effort standard? ‘ - .

YT

- Very few Title I d1str1cts (6 percent) reported
having dlfflculty meeting Title'I standards for’
maintaining state ang local’éEfort, and very few
Title I D1rectors'reported that. mﬁlntenance of . effdrt
" was a major issue in their d1str1cts. . %

;5

T - Of those d1stflcts that had difficulty with
' maintenance of effort, only 9 percent had their
' Title I funds reduced because of the, problem and . =«
no d17tr1cts lost the1r funds for the entire year.
e ' Did districts have dufflculty obta1n1ng.wa1vers from_
the r;gplrement? _ g - >

.'Io

‘-~ Of the one-third that sought a waiver of ‘the
maintenance of effort standard, all rece1ved a

waiver. - : .

® What effect did Title I Directors perce1ve the 10 per-
‘cent "slippage- factor" in the new ECIA maintenance of
effort requ1rement will have? .
¥
.-  Forty-eight percent of the Title I D;rectors
" reported that the new 10 percent s11ppage factor"
in the ECIA maintenance of -effort provision would
help given probable ‘decreases in state and 'local. .
resources. However, 34 percent of the Title I °
: D1rectors said they could not pred1ct the effect of
-~ the new sllppage factor#" Opinions were divided
~among the remaining 18 percent of the T1tle I
D1rectors. . .

® pid many'dlstrlcts reallpcate resources to meet the,f
comparab111ty standards°

- The vast majority of d1str1cts made no change in the
- allocation of resources to meet the comparability
standards; the most common methecd of .reallocation,
however, was’mov;ng resources from non-Tltle I
bu11d1ngs to Title I'buildings.
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To what extent were compliance agreements used to.. .
enforce the comparability standards? . e T

© - Fewer than one-third of the districts with compara-

bility problems enteréd into a formal compliance
' agreement wlth the state, and only 1 percent of .
. those districts had their Title I funds ‘suspended
_because of comparablllty problems. = .
What oplnlons ‘did T1tle I D1rectors have of the
revised ECIA comparabllltyfcrlterla?

- Some ‘Title I Directors’ felt that the new EGIA

comparablllty standards were acceptable (58 percent

or might provide relief from paperwerk (24 percent)#y

others, however, warned that the revised standards

did not seem -sufficient to ensure comparable

resources between Title I and non-Title I 'schools

(20 percent) ‘ . -
Were, d1str1cts having problems:with the supplement-not-
supplant and excess costs requ1rements?

N

T = Twenty-elght percent of Title I Directors inter-

‘ viewed reported that t eir districts had prrblems
1mp1em nting some:aspect of the supplement-not-
"upplagt requirement. . .

- <
'2 - 0of ‘the districts surveyed by mall, 16 percent

-  reported. that state staff reviewing their applica-
tions objected tco program plans’' because of pos51b]
violations of state or Federal regulatlons' in 19
percent of these cas's, .state staff raised 1ssues
connécted with =upplant1ng. :

8

b= Nlnety-one percent of the Title I Dlrectors inter-
. viewed reported that their districts had’ no problems
w1th +the excess costs, requ1rements. -

\ o



INTRODUCTION . , ' o

This chapter presehts-District Practices Study data pertain-

ing to the TitieuI maintenance of effont, cgmparability, excess
¢osts, and sdpplement—not—supplgnt¢requiremengsu 'Sincé other ‘
studies focused extensiQely.dn certain Qf‘thé;e provisions,* the °
 District Pract;ées Study focused on»Iﬁéal schooi officials'
- overall perceptions'and“concerﬁélabogt‘tﬁeSe funds ;llocation .
requirements, as well aé their reactions'to'chahgés made by .
Chapter 1 of EC§p. |

Tﬁé studylgenerally found that séhpgladistriéts‘were not

experiencing any major pfoblems with implementing the Title I

funds éllocation/provisions. The"pfobiems'that did exist

Al L

*Previous analyses pertaining-to the Title I maintenance.of '
effort requirement include: General Accounting. Office, "Proposed
Changes’ in Federal Matching and Maintenance .of Effort -Require-
ments for State and Local Governments" (Washington,. DC: _GAO,
December 1980); Aardn Gurwitz and Linda Darling-Hammond, Mainte-
nance of Effort Provisions: An Instrument of Federalism in Edu-
cation, R-2684-EO (Santa Monica, CA: Rand,.Inc., June 1981).
“Among the previous analyses of the comparability requirements
are: Lamda Corporation, "Fall 1973 Title I Comparability
Survey, " Vols. -1-3 (Washington, DC: Office of Program Evalu-
ation, August 1974); Timothy Wirt, "Incrementalism.in Educational
Policy Making: A Case Study of Title I, ESEA," unpublished dis-
-sertation ‘(Stanford, CA: Stanford University, 1973); R. Stephen
Browning and Jack Costello, Jr., "Title I: More of the Same?" in
Inequality-In Education (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Center for Law
and Education, June 1974); AUI Policy Research, Utilization and
Effects of ,Alternative Measures of Comparability (Washington, DC:
AUI Policy Research, August 198l). For previous analyses of the
supplement-not-supplant requirements, see: NIE, "Federal Manage- -
_ment in Ensuring the Supplementary Nature of Title I" in Adminis-
tratiorn of Compensatory Education (Washington, DC, 1977), pp.
23-45; Hal Winslow and Ann Herschberger, Supplement Not Sup-
plant: A Note on the Definition and Use of a Title I Requirement
(Pal? Alto, CA: stanford Research Institute International,

" 1977). o :

216



.
U

concerhed, for the most part the supplemenﬁ-not-supplant and

excess costs requirements. As had been found in the past, some

. dlstrlcts seemed unaware of important 1mp11cat10ns that these T

N\
closely related requirements had for the'design of Title I pro-

grams, and had actually experienced problems implementing “these’

provisions.. o .

[y

' SUMMARY OF LEGAL REQUIREMENTS. AND FINDINGS FROM THE DISTRICT
PRACTICES STUDY .

4 . * . " t : I
The Title I funds allocation provisions contained four
interrelated requirements designed to ensure that Title I funds
were spent for the purposes intended by Congress. The law

required that districts maintain their own leve) of fiscal effort

~ for free public education, and distribute state and local funds

in a manner which guaranteed Title I program participants their

“full share of state and local serviées. State and local services

in Title I attendance areas had to be comparable to thosefpro—

vided in non-Title I areas. Title I funds for program'parti-

ciﬁants could only be used for the costs exceeding the average

per pupil expenditure of state and"loéal funds. Title I funda

»

A N
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had to supplement and not supplant the state and local funds ?o
which Title I children were entitled.* \\« o

Each of these funds allocation provisions is described more
fully'below,along with substantive findinés from the Title I ﬁ
District Practices Study.‘ C;anges made by Chapter 1 of ECIA are
;.also noted when presentlng data on local d1str1ct offlclals” per-
ceptlons of the llkely effects of partlcular.statutory modlflca—

tlons ‘to Tltle I funds allocatlon requ1rements.

Malntenance of Effort

- . ! .
The maintenance of effort requiremént stated that a district

.

could recelve Tltle I funds only if it malntalned its ;/fmbinedP

. °
. .

f1scal effort per student -or the ‘aggregate expendlture

[for] « « . free publlc education” §126(a) of Title I). Com-

K

‘pliance with this.requirement was' determined by comparing the

district's expenditures for the preceding.year to the second pre-

ceding year. The state education agency was rejuired to make a

-«
. .

-

*The Title I legal framework included certain exceptions to -
these requirements, which were intended to increase flexibility
and ensure that the basic purposes of Title I could be accom-
plished under .varying conditions. Special exemptions from the
comparability and excess costs requirements were provided for
state compensatory education [SCE]'programs‘and other special
state or local funds. A different supplement-not-supplant.
requirement applied to these programs in order to facilitate
their coordination with Title I. 1In addition, exceptions to the -
supplement-not-supplant requirement were provided for well-funded
SCE programs, for schoolwide projects, jand- for .all Title I staff
to the extent necessary ‘to permit them ‘to per form routine non-
instructional school duties customarily shared by all teachers.
THe District Practices Study did not focus on these exceptions,
but limited its investigation to the bas1c aspects of these Title’
I funds allocatlon requ1rements. .

<



' _finding that a d1str1ct 8 f1sca1 effort had not dropped from' the

second preceding year to the first preced1ng year before 1t d1s—

—~

tr1buted Title I funds to- the d1str1ct.
As 8ongress stated when reauthorizing Titleé I in 1978:

The_cornerstone of_ESEA e« « o [and) . . . the
=" historic intent “is that Federal dollars. must . 5
- represent an additional gffort for the target '
children; thus, state and local education
‘program expenditures must be maintained at
- prev1ous levels (H. R. Rep. No. 1137, p. 139). .

However, to lngrease flexlbllf%y and ensure that Federal
purposes were adaptable to changing c1rcumstances,
- \ . : .

the Act ahthori;es the [Secretary] to grant a
waiver of ‘the maintenance of effort require-
ment for ’@¥single fiscal year in cases of = | .
exceptional or unforeseen circumstances such
as a naturalqdlsaster or a precipitous and
unforeseen decline in the financial resources .
of the state .or local educatiohal agency .
(H. R. Rep. No. 1137, p.E139) * ' '

A 1980 study focused on maintenance of effort prov1sfons -

-
. x >

in Fede{\i laws found. :

¢

Only 28 LEAs fell out of compllance with the mainte-’
nance of effori provisions between fiscal years 1977
to 1980. of the e, 24 were granted waivers by the
. U.S. Office of Hiucation (Gurwitz and Darling-Hammond,
1980, cited in ED 8. A Report: to Congress, March 1982, ;"
p. 11- 13) ) .o '
¢ 3 PO

*The House- Report cont1nued, statlng that an examplée of a
precipitous and unforeseen decline in financial resources that
"would justify a waiver "would be'a major industrial or commefrcial
facility leaving the area,’ ' but that "the decision of a state or
local legislature to slash the eéducaticn budget would not in and
of itself constitute a valid decreage cf financial resources

since this is a voluntary.and controllable act" (H.R. Rep. No.

. 1137, p. 139). . : _ ‘ﬁ;
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Data from both the DPS mail survey and the represent ive

cie s . ' . . . v
site visit interviews confirmed that most Title I Directors did

-

' »
not perceive maintenance of effort to be a major issue. The mail
-~ .

survey and interview findingsvpresented in Table 7-1 show that -

only 6 percent of the,Title“I Directors believed that compliance
‘'with the prbéram's maintenance of effort provision was a major |
issue in their-districts.

Responses te'a closely related.mail survey question. showed
.that~since 1978ﬂ 98 perce;t of the districts had‘had>no diffi-
culty meeting the maintehanbe of effort requirement. Of the 10
districts reporting difficulty, 4 sought and received Qaivers,
while others also reeeiVed'their full Title I allpcations, Only
gpe.district had its-allbcation reduced-for the year. éimilarly,'
oniy 3 of\the'lOO Title I Directors\iﬁterviewed had experienced
a malntena;ce ofmeffort problem slnce 1978 (see Table 7-2). t

Chapter l of ECIA relaxes the Tltle I maintenance of effort

standard, allowing a d1str1ct, w1thout pena;ty, to reduce state

L3

" and local expenditures 10 percent from the second to the,flrst
freceding year (§558(a)(l). Chapter 1 also retains a waiver
provision similar to that in Title I.

The District Practices Stﬁdy'sought Title I Directors'
<

. . *
initialuassessments of the Chapter 1 maintenance of effort

)

. \ ? . .
standards As Table 7-3 shows, almost half of the'mail'survey
d1str1cts respondlng to the questlon said the 10 percent-
"sllppage factor would help since the district would probably

fagce a decllne in .state ‘and local resources over the next

;'.v" . \ - | - | . | ’ "\ |
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TABLE 7-1
PERCENT OF DISTRICTS IN WHICH TITLE I
DIRECTORS BELIEVED MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT
WAS A MAJOR ISSUE -

©~
4 .
.

-~ " Representative

Mail Survey' Site Interviews
Not a major issue f 24 _ 71
. ] - e
‘Major issue s 6 , : 6
' No answer given - X 0 . .23
(352)* . (100)
< \4
- >
. /\ ¢
¥
'
¢ L
[N
"
et
. b )

A

¢

*Number in parentheses below 11ne in this and all" subsequent
tables is the number of respondents to this item. ‘ : w

1)
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PERCENT OF DISTRICTS THAT EXPERIENCED DIFFICULTY
WITHIN THE LAST THREE YEARS IN' MEETING.THE

TITLE I MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT REQUIREMENT -

‘

) : ) : Representative
' _ Mail Survey Site Interviews
- -

No. difficulty meeting standar‘d_” . 98 . - . 95
, Difficulty meeting standara = 2 % 3

No answer given , . o . ‘ 2
] / N . . M ) . ' . .

T -~ (441) " . (100) o
- .
‘e, ! “ .




. ' TABLE 7-3 B P
INITIAL ASSESSMENT BY TITRE I DIRECTORS -

OF 10 PERCENT "SLIPPAGE FACTOR" IN THE NEW
CHAPTER 1 MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT REQUIREMENT .

i

.
. - . -

1 o | - ’ : S T . L
- E - Percent .

‘Helps since district faces probable decline in state

and lgcal resources o ~ ' 48
: . . :
Cannot predlct ' , L 8 C - 34
Probably does not help since district does not face
probable - decline "’ 1n state and local resources _ 7
will prov1de flex1b111ty to some dlstrlcts but com— .
" promises purpose of provision L 6 —
Needlessly restrrcts local practlces 5 . °
, . } —_
. (124)
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sevéral years. OVer one third of the respondents, however, said
[+
*
they could not predict the e fect of the ‘new standard. A small.
number of districts (6 percent) indicated that the purpose of the
L

maintenance of effort prOV1Slon would be compromised by the

slippage factor.

Comparability oL - R
' : ‘ . : Y
The comparability requirement was a, prohibition against’ fis-
n

cal discrimination designed.to assure equity in funding for

Title I children" (H.R. Rep. No. 1137, p..3l), This obligation

requ1red local educational agencies "to prov1de serVices in
&

w ~ -

_comparable to services being- prov1ded in areas which were

-not receiving funds under Title I (§126(e) of Title I). To

accomplish this, the regulations, w1th certain. exceptions,

2

‘requ1red an annual comparability report and reallocation of

- .

‘[Title I] pro;ect areas which, taken as a whole, are at least -

resources,-if necessary, to ensure that Title I schools received‘ h

4

e

comparable services:- B P e

A 1981 study of comparability found:

Seventy—five percent of the 44 districts
[that volunteered to participate in the -
study, which.granted 34 districts Waivers
from .the requirement] perceived comparﬁbility
requirements to conflict with state.or ‘local
resource allocation policies. However, only
one , of these districts was able to. provide, a
concrete example of how it was .prevented from
" cayrying out local polic1es for allocating

staff, programs, and services. All other

- - districts reported that they did' carry out

- local policies fbr allocating staff, pro-

: grams, and services. The one conflict.,
described was the reallocation of staff to
.comply with comparability after the school
Year began. Except for eight districts, T S e

t %
»

o 2224 o~



reallocations involveg’Eewer than three staff
members (Ellman, Ferr , Moskowitz, and.

Stewart, 1981, cited in ED's A Report to Con-
gress, March 1982, p. 11 12). ] \

4

The DPS mail survey sought to determine the extent to which

districts had been required to reallocate resources to meet the

-,

present Title I comparability standard. The data indicate that
only 8 percent Qf the Title I districts reported reallocating

. resources to meet the'Title Icstandard;;the remainder indicated

Py , Co . . -

that no reallodation has been necessary. Table 7-4 illustrates

the types and effects of reallocations made by 19 interview

districts. ' Most (42 percent) met the‘comparability requirement
- by hiring additional staff.. : : .
Maii'survey'data"suggest that state Title I officials watch

districts closely to ensure comp11ance with comparab111ty.
- - <

Th1rty—one percent of the, d1str1cts (441 d1str1cts) reported

having entered into a formal comparab111ty comp11ance agreement
.;w1th the state W1th1n the last three years. States rarely

A ]
- suspended Title I funds to enforce compllance w1th comparabllity,

however. Only 1 percent of 441 d1str1cts repont:d that the1r

T T1t1e I funds had been suspended w1th1n the last

v

three years
‘because of comparab111ty problems. . -

i Chaptér -1 of '"ECIA has a more flexible comparab111ty prov1-
.slon than does Title I and re11es*on assurances rather ‘than a
mandatory report._ Under Chapter 1 a d1str1ct is deemed to have
;met the comparab111ty requlrements 1f it has f11ed W1th the SEA

a written Ssurange ﬁhat it has estab11shed (a) a d1str1ctw1de

salary. schedu g
.. 4 ” . L ‘_ - . . ’: /.l

- .




v L TABLE 7-4

TYPES AND EFFECTS OF CHANGES MADE BY DISTRICTS TO MEET
' THE COMPARABILITY STANDARDS

“.
P b

i Percent -
Hired additional staff ' ) 42
Had to addvresburces' 11
— .’\ -~ - . .
Changes are an accepted practice ' 11 ¢
.o . ;
Changes caused sgome morale problems ' N . f{
. ~.
Reduced aount of staff t1me charged to
Title I - =~ S, , _ ‘5
Some teachers moved L S 5
r . .
Hired and transferred staff o 3 5
Closed a school - '/M ‘ 5
No explanation( _ i : . B .5
- (19)
]
. . §
’ . . .
) : .
'“ . i .
. (\
‘t. .'Q
_ s
N '
. 226 N
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in teachers, adm1nlstrators, and aux111ary personnel; and (c) a.

policy to insure equ1valence among schools in the proV1slon of

curr1culum materials and 1nstructlonal supplies (§558(c)(2) of
ECIA) -
The District Practices Study asked T1tle I Directors to

assess the revised comparability criteria in Chapter-l of ECIA.

Table 7—5‘shows that, ¥of the é; respondents, over half (58

percent) reported they were "acgeptable or posed no problem, "
- while about a quarter (24 percent) said the revised criteria.
"seem to provide re11ef from paperwork. Other Directors:are

.
- . ‘7\

less certa1n, however.‘ A f1fth of the Directers reported that

. the rev1sed comparab1L1ty criteria "do not seem sufficient to
ensure comparable resources between Title I and noh-mltle I
schools.J Almost 65 percent of'the respondlng ma11-survey

' d1str1cts (30 dlstrlcts) be11eved that the Chapter 1 compara-.
_ bility cr1ter1a need to be clar1f1ed.~ F1fty—one percent of the
reeponding districts, however, believed that the cLarlflcatlon
\should_not occur in Binding regulations (see Tahle 7-6). [

Supplément-not-Supplant and Excess Costs*

: 'The%basic_supplement—notusupplant mandate provided that
Title I funds could be used "only so as to'suRp;ement'and, to "

>

*The supplement—not-supplant and excess c@sts prov131ons had
the same purpose,!as explained by a recent study! "The excess .
costs provision is simply an extensioh of clarification of the

supplanting p*0V1810n- Title I funds are to be used to pay for
supplementary sgervices. Phrased differently, Q&tle I funds can

only be- used to pay for the excess costs of supplementary aspectsv

of 'a program (Silverstein and Schember, 1977, p. 486).
. - : : _ )

'l



- . TABLE 7-5

A " TITLE I DIRECTORS' ASSESSMENT OF REVISED'
. . . . CHAPTER 1 COMPARABILITY CRITERIA -
~ . ‘e
. - |
Percent*
Acceptable .or pose no problem * . " 58 _
Seem to provide’ rellef from paperwork « . 24

) . Do not seem suff1c1ent to ensure : _

-~ comparable resources between Title I ' ){f
and non-Title I schools - - 20 ‘
Response concerns opinions about .
comparability rather than revised
criteria- : . " - 14
Not. appllcable : T . : R 11
W1li not make comparablllty easler'
to-achleve : : 8
an t know " . . : B » . 6
Criteria unclear or ambiguous 2

° - ‘ o
{ (84)

v , ) .
T . o ~
. » . -~
"

e *Percentages in this column do not total to 100 .percent since
more than one response to the question'ﬁﬁs permitted.
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TABLE 7-6

. PERCEPTIONS OF TITLE I DIRECTORS AS TO THE
R EFFECT OF THE REVISED CHAPTER 1 COMPARABILITY
CRITERIA ON THEIR OWN SCHOOL DISTRICTS

-

~ Percent*
Require clarification, but not binding o
regulations, to ensure comparable services’ ‘
‘across T1t1e I and non-Title I -schools .. 51
'Prov1de necessary rellef from paperwork and
ensure that Title I schools will receive S L
comparable resdurces from state and local - ) -
sources o - ' _ . 40 o
Cannot predict effect : T 34 .
Needlessly restrict local practices ‘4 . 15
Require clarification, 1nc1ud1ng blndlng N
regulatlons, t0 ensure comparable services .
. across Title I and non-Title I schools ‘ .14
Prov1de necessary relief from paperwork, but
-do not ensure that Title I and non-Title I
schools will receive comparable resources
from state and local sources L o 92
Other comments o - , 9
~ ¢
(30)

( .

— - .
*Percentages in this column do ‘not total to 100 percent since

more than one response to: the question was\permitted.
\ ok ’
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the extent practical, increase tne level of funds that would be
made available in the absence .of such Federal funds" (§126(c) of
Title I). Further, "in no case may such funds be used to )

supplant such fnnéé from.non4Feder§1-sources,” In 1978 'Congress

2

explained that "the bésic purpose of the»sﬁpplement—not-supélént
provision was to prevent fiscal disérimination by ensuring that
"chiidren'participating in Title I proérams . + « receive their
fair shafe of regularzsgaﬁe and local funds"” (S.'Ren. 95-856, p.
15).* ~

The excess costs requirement, enacted in 1974 and designed .

to reinforce the shpplement—nbt—supplant concept; provided that

Title I funds could be used only for: .
costs directly attributable to programs and
projects which exceed the average per pupll
expendlture ‘of a local educational agency in
the most recent year for which satisfactory
data are available® for puplls in the Grade or
grades included in such programs or projects
(§126(b) of Title I).

In past years there was some uncertainty about what the

supplement;nqt—supplanf and excess costs provisions required to

B

) e Forl

*Other purposes were to ensure that children eligible for
Title I programs, as.a group, received their fair share of SCE
funds and that Title I funds were not used to provide services
that districts were required by law to fund with state or local
money. The District Practices Study did not examine local poli-
cies concerning SCE funds allocation and the igsue is not further
discussed in this chapter. ‘Overlap between Title I programs and
serV1ces required by law to be provided with state or local-
resources occurs most frequently with respect. to handicapped :
.,students, children with 11m1ted-Engllsh prof1c1ency, and students
receiving remed1a1 services to prepare’ for minimum competency
tests [MCT]. - This chapter presents data concerning Title I. and
MCT remedial services while Chapter 5 discusses the "required by
law" concept as it applies to the handlcapped and those with-
llmlted-Engllsh prof1c1ency.

-
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edsure thathi:le I participants received extra, ratherlthan
substituted, services. Because the issues were not comprehen-
sively addressed in early_Title I regulations, and becadfe "Fed-
erdl administration of the reqpirements guaranteeing the supple-

. mentaiy nature of the program [was] neither clear nor consistent”.

]

(NIE, 1977b, p. 173), many districts did not understand the

" implications of the. requirements for designiné Title I programs

. »

(Demarest, 1977; Silverstein and.Schember, 1977; Vaneoko add
Ames, 1980). | | c |
In an attempt to resolve th{l problem, Congress, ;n.the'
' legislative history of the 1578 Ameﬁdmente, (l) discussed the
lack of clarity and comprehensivenese in the supplenting regu-

lations; (2) stated that Title I did not require a particular
' type of program design; and (3) directed that mew Title I regu-

e

latlons contain "legal nonsupplanting models and include examples—
explalnlng how the general pr1nc1ples apply to day—to—day ‘gitua-
tlons (B@R. Rep. No. 1137, p. 29). '

‘In the "final" regulatlons promulgated in January 1981,'the;
supplement—not supplant principles were 1llustrated through six

program design models, known as excess‘costs models. These rpau-
lations identified circumstances under which districts were

required to contribute state or looally funded instructional time

to the Title I project_to ensare that participantsireceived'sup-

-

plemental_retﬂer tham”edbstittted services.* T ) .. -
. .

) . " B w
*The Department of Education later decreed that the excess costs
regulations were guidelines which cculd be followed rather than-

regulatlons which must be followed (96 F.R. 18976, March 27, ., =
1982 - : - '

\
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‘ED. suspended the January 1981 “finalﬁ'regulations, however,
’and Chapter 1, ECIA was subsequertly‘enacted. The~new law
.repeals the T1tl@ 1 excess costs prov1s10n, but recains .the basic
supplement—not—supplant requlreme'nt * .

Twenty-elght percent of the Title I Directors in the 100
representatlve site d1str1cts sald .they have had problems w1th
_the supplement—not—supplant requirement. | One partlcular problem
.was deslgnlng supplementary programs for secondary schools. ~Onef
th1rd of the Tltle I D1rectors 1nterv1ewed stated that, 1n.-ij
designlng\Title”I projectS'for secondary school.students, there;
werebproblems”dlfferent fr . those involyed'ln'deslgning elemen
tary programs. 'df—those Pe. -iving this difference, appronid

mately one-half (54 percent)‘stated that scheduling was more

[,

difficult at the‘secondary'level, but'l4 percent referred to the
supplant1ng prohlbltlon or the excess costs requlrement. Forty—
two perceéf of the Directors report1ng problems in deslgnlng
secondary school pr03°cts jdentified the problem as "determlnln%
‘w at is supplement—not—supplant or e;cess costs. Coa

Data from DPS case studies. illuminate possible causes of

supplanting problems."Of all the District’Title I applications

*Regardlng the Title I supplement—not—supplant requirement for
SCE . funds, however, Congress made a major change. Under the new
law, all state or local funds expended for "specidl programs

. . . consistent with" Chapter 1 may be excluded from determina-
tions of compliance with ‘the supplement-not-supplant requlrement
(§558(d) of ECIA). The practical effect of this provision, which
leglslatlvely overrides the court decision in Alexander v. Cali-
fano, 432°F. Supp. 1182 (N.D. Cal. 1977), is to allow districts
the option of limiting state compensatory educatlon programs to

-~ schools ineligible for Chapter 1. .
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rev1ewed dur1ng these case studies, noue offered sufflcrent

information to determ1ne whether the proposed programs complied

w1th the - supplement-not-supplant prov131on. “ The deficiency was

v>~l'

the same in each app11cat10n-—no 1nd1cat10n of the 1nten51tz,of

'regular program services to be received by Title I part1c1pants,

~as compared to the educational program of non-Title ‘I part1c1-

pants. Without this 1nformatlon, it was 1mp0551ble to determlne

»

from the app11cat10n whether Title I students rece1ved the1r fair

share of serV1ces funded . by state or local revenues.

<

Of 1nterest, the DPS mail survey revealed that relat1vely

few supplanting problems are uncovered dur1ng the T1tle I appli- St

.

catlon approval process.» Only 16 percent of the ma11 survey d1§-~

-

tricts {335 districts) rep01ted ﬂhat state staff rev1ew1ng thelr
.applicatibns had?objected to program,plans because of possible

viclations of state or'Federal.regulations. In only"19‘percent.‘
of these cases had;the state staff'vaised a sppplanting‘question

(see Table 7-7). Thus, . aoplication review appeared to~uncover

supplantlng problems in only 3 percent of the dlsfrlcto, while
29 percent reported that they had had problems with this

requlrement *k o ,‘ : . )
: S ) ) .. .-" * A - . .\

*This situation may Change 1f states ‘modify &heir app11cat10n
forms to reflect the excess costs/supplement-not-supplant program
de51gn models offered as examples in the guidelines.

**If most districts were Solving the1r supplanting problems prlor
to submitting .their applications,.this would explain the low: rate
+at which problems were identified by state officials. An alter-

native hypothesis would be that many app11cat10ns contained: J

insufficient information to determine the existence of supplant-

ing problems, but were rout1nely approved.

~

. . . N .7=20 . ) .
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TABLE 7-7
-+ A
REPRESENTATIVE SITE INTERVIEW DISTRICTS PERCENT OF
PROGRAM AREAS "IN WHICH STATE APPLICATION REVIEW
RAISED QUESTIONS ABOUT POSSIBLE" VIOLATIONS

s / . . .
P " . . . .

-

Program Area - : , Peréent;
Pgrent involvement S . . 29
Nee@é aséessmenf " » | .. 25 "
v%llglblllty and selectlon of- Chlldeﬁ . . d
in greatea& need S o o 24
Progr;m management and budéetihg _ o 23
Supplement—nof—supﬁiént.- - | _. . Vi 19
AttendaSEe aréa éligibility and targeting 25

" Preparation of distfict applipatioﬁ ' : 14
Other | : - B o
Program design | . . ' .', 7
‘Evaluation} - - ‘ " . - 5~‘
Comparablllty ; T L , 2
Coordlnatlon with other Federal/state .
educatlon ‘programs , v 1. .
Nonpublic pa;picipation : r .0

. o T (55)

—

*Percentageé‘in'this'column do not total to 100 percent since
more than -one response to the question was permitted.

.
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Whetherfthe apparent defieienc; in Title I program appli-
catrons was insignificant or evidenced‘widespread misunderstand-
ing of the supplanting prdhiﬂdtion's impac)'on pregrah desién %
remains unclear, but'other evidence bears on this question; Dur-
1ng DPS interviews, of- T1t1e I D1rectors, v1rtua11y none descrlbed
supp1ant1ng as a failure to prov1de Title I students ¢he1r fair
share of state or locally funded services. Over a third deflned
supp1anting as a‘problen involving uselof Title I funds for .. ,%S

.

ineligible‘students (a general aid probiem,_not a supplanting ;
violatiofi).” - | ~ R |
~one T1t1e I D1rector, for txample, d1scuss1ng a-past fsupé
planting” problem in his d1strlct (teachers pald by T1t1e I funds
regularly instructing Title I studenEs), solved the problem_by
switching the program from an inclass to a pullout‘design. 'Simi-
larly, another Title'I Director made the mistake of thinking his
district "avoided_all supplanting probiems by-making sure only

Title I students received Title I services." .

~

Th1s confuslon of general aid with supplantlng does- not in
itself estab11sh that many school d1strlcts mlsunderstand the
true implications' of supplement-not-supplant for the deslgn of
Title I'programs, but two such examples among the Title I - ~
‘D1rectors 1nterv1ewed may confirm such a hypothesls. ’ -~

One Title I Dlreetar sﬁgded“blstrlct Practices Study staff
an accurate and 1nslght§u1 memorandum he nad prepared on the

implications of the supplantrng requirement for Title I'program:

" design. He said he had written the memorandum after lengthy

S | 7222 235
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reflection, and detailed conversations with ED officials. Another
. . >’ ' « ' ’ . ' . . »-
Title I Director ‘reported a similar experience. After many hours
of ana1y21ng the excess costs models set forth in ED T1t1e I
- e

gu1de11nes, thlS Dlrector app11ed the pertlnent pr1nc1p1es to the

~ .

fiscal circumstances of his dlstfict and developed a detailed

-
—

resource distribution formula to ensure that each Titleji student-'

R}
1

would receive a fair shage of state“andmlocal senvices; Dlstrlct

. Practlces Study staff found no comparable documents in other ‘dis-

- -

tr1cts, and both of these except10na1 D1rectors stated that their .

-

work led them to a new understanding oflthe meanlng ‘of the.excess

costs and supplement~not-supplant provisions -fdr the‘design of
' Title‘I programs. . '

- States appear to be aware of the need for some explanatlon _
and ass1stance in this area. Table 7-8 shows .that of the 220’ “
maIl survey districts that 1dent1f1ed subject areas in wh1ch they
rece1ve stéte\technlcal asslstance,‘about one quarter (26 p r- ‘.h”

cent) reported chat, the areas included supplement-not-suppla t.

.
. »
- . B
. . ) ) . ,
\ | ‘
L. - . .

SUMMARY

The -District Practices Study undertook a limited induiry

into d1str1ct perceptlons and concerns' about Title I funds allo-
cation prov151ons (ma1ntenance of erfort, comparablllty, supple—
men{-not-sdpplant, and excess costs). The inquiry yielded gen-
eral findings'in’severai areas;‘but surveyjresearchcis-clearly
not the best. tool for.analyzing the complex interrelatednessvand
operation of the funds allocation provisions. Debpite thess

. ‘{

#i
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TABLE 7-8 . - o .

-

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS RECEIVING STATE HELP, BY PROGRAM AREA

hd '

¥

" Program Ared R S L " Percent*
Prepardtion'of'digtrict application . :'_ Y £ W
Evaluation . ° T - v-j_ 69
Parent invblvemént' . . . o . ) 48 ‘
Neg@s_asgkgsmgpt' o e 47 .
Program management/budgeting. o : - 46
‘EligibiLity/selection of, children - i ‘ .
in greatest need - R . 44

Py . . . . . '

.Improve. quality of instructional
‘program Yoo . ‘ -36
Supplement-not-supplant ‘ -‘26
'thparabili;y S ‘1 w7 25

' Attendance area eligibility/tgrgéiing A = 23
Coordination with other educatioﬁéll
programs o A 21
Other _ _ _' : o ' 2
, . . . : ) r. .

' (220) N
. ’ 5 .

- *Percentages in this column do.not total to 100 percent sincé_%
more than one response tg(the3question'was permitted..
. : o : .

”» .
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obvioua limitatiohs, the‘data.genérally-indiéated the folloWing:

) “Malntenance of effort appeared to be a problem only in
-1 llmlted number of districts, and opinion was divided
on the impact of the new 10 percent "slippage factor"
C.in the rev1sed Chapter l malntenance of effort pro-
. v1s;on.

°® 'COmparabllif} was not perceived aa’a majQr issue in
, - most districts. : Most districts, that had to reallocate
- . " resources to achieve c0mparab111ty did so by moving ..
resources from ndh-Tltle I bulldlngs to Tltle I bulld-
" ings. ~ ,
- ) - - “ . : ’ \_

e . 'Many districts (almost two-thmxds) perceived a need
for clarlflcatlon of the revised  -Chapter 1 comparabil-
ity criteria; although over half .of the districts felt"
the revised criteria are acceptable, a fifth of the

¢ digtricts doubted that the. Chapter 1 cr1ter1a are
‘sufflclent to ensure comparability.-

‘® 'Supplement—nét—supplant and extess costs were requlre—
ments” that appeared to provoke some uncergalnty in -
some districts, particularly when confused with the
general aid prohibition and when applled to the design
and delivery of 1nstruct10nal services jo- ensure that
Title I partlclpants recelved supplemental rather “than
substltuted SerV1ces.

These flndlngs suggest that school dlStrlCtS .were not

. e ~ _

‘experiencing, or at least were not<report1ng, major problems’ with

the Title I. funds allocation provisions. The one poeglble excep—

- s

tion is the supplement-not—qppplant prov131on,\;t appears,that

[y

some, districts might still benefit from a fuller explanationeof

how this requirement applies'to the design of truly supplemental

+ . . . ot . e

programs.




CHAPTER 8

* STATE'ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS UNDER
TITLE I AND STATE INELUENCE ON
- DISTRICT PRACTICES -
. . @

GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS: OF STUDY FINDINGS
° To what extent do state officials object to aspects’
of district applications? \
1.8 L.
- Many d1str1cts reported that . the state approved
their applications (1) without. objections about
. : educational ineffectiveness (97 percent); (2)
' without objections about possible violations of -
Federal or state regqulations (84 percent); and (3)
without revisions tc the application (73 percent).
" 'However, 44 percent of the districts said that
‘application -approval had become more rlgorous since
the" 1978 amendments. : R

o Have states . 1ncreased the1r monltorlng,actlv1t1es since
1978?

-~ . Most districts (78 percent) reported no increase in
: the "frequency of formal on-site monitoring visits
e ‘since 1978; ‘only 22 percent.j ~dicated an increase- in
’ such monltox}ng since 1978.

® To what -extent and w1th what sucress are states prov1dﬁ
.- ing techn1ca1 assistance to.districts?

- Over half of the districts (5F pesrcent) reported
that” the quality or availabili- .y of state technical
assistance had increased since 1978.% The majority
of districts (68 percent) had received state tech-
nical assistance and were sati- ied with it. Yet 32
percent of the dist:.icts repn: _ed they did not -

: receive technical a151staﬂce ~om the state.

Do>d1str1cts perceive state requirements to be more

strict than Federal regulatlons?

"= Almost two-thirds (64-percent) of the districts
-indicated that state Title I regulations were not
more, restrictive than.Federal regulations. However, .
w1th1n—state analyses of the 29 states with 7 or

. more respondent districts showed con51derab1e dis- .
agreement on th1s point.

‘
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e What has been the extent and effect of programAauditing
since 19787 . * -

- Most districts (70 percent) said their Title I pro-
gram had been included in audits (state, Federal, or
‘both) since 1978; however, some districts (30 per-
cent) reported that their Title I program had nof
been included in an audit since 1978. Eighty pér-
cent of the districts indicated that Federal audi-
tors examined both financial recerds and compliance
with Title I regulations; only 70 percent of state
auditors did this. Many districts reported making
changes in the operation of their Title I programs
as the result of audit findings and’ exceptions.

e  Have states influenced changes-in the grade levels . at.

.which services are provided?: . S

- Only 26 percent of the distriots reporting a sub-
stantial change in the number of Title I»students
served by grade level since 1978 considered state
influence a very important or somewhat important
reason for substantial changes in the number of
Title I students served by grade level since 1978.

‘e Have states influénced_chénges in the program instruc-
« tional areas? I .o . -

- oOnly 23 percent of the districts indicating a sub-
‘stantial change in subject, area emphases of their
Title I program- -said state ‘influence was a very
important or somewhat important reason for these
changes. R .

° Have states encouraged districts to use the pullout

program design?

' " ' .

-- Forty-six percent of the districts using a pullout
desigr for part or all of their Title I program
indicated that state influence was a very important
or somewhat important reason for doing so. .~

® Have states influenced changes in staffing or cur-—
ricula? = ' E
' ?
- - Thirty-four percent of the districts making changes

in Title I staffing or curricula since 1978 reported
that”state influence was a very important or some~
what important reason, for those' changes. .

»

’
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® Do districts percelve states as- barrlers to desirable
« program changg? ' T

Over two—flfths (45 percent) of the districts that
would like to change features of their Title I pro-
gram defined state influence as a very imposrtant or

somewhat 1mportant barrler to de81red program
‘changes. :

1
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INTRODUCTION | - a o _ '

"Title I was implemented through an inter&overnmental system

in which states played an adminiétrative oversight role by: . . -

e Approving Title I applicatidns from school districts
9 .
L Monitoring school district Title .I programs
°® _,PrOV1d1ng technical aSSistance to help séhool dlstricts

implement Title I

X

‘e Developing state Title I policiee or regulations
o . D | |
® - Conducting fiscal and compliance audits of "local’ gt
Title I programs and resolving audit exceptions and |
findings* - . _ \

'PreVious research indicated that states differed conSider-,' T
ably in how they carried out their administrative responSibili-
ties under Title I (Berke and Kirst, 1972; Goettel, Kaplan; and
Orland, 1977; Gaffney, Silveretein, and fhoma%, lQiﬂ).m\The NIE

Compensatory Education Study noted the same diverse practices:
The Study of State Administration corroborated the '
finding of widely varying state practices. States

ary greatly from one to another in the way they
isséminate information, provide technical assistance
d enforce compliance (NIE, 1977, p.. 51). '

NIE also found that the manner in which states administer

Title I can influence how school districts implement the program.

In this regard, NIE examined state use of TitlevI administrative
staff to carry out Title I responSibilities and noted that data (‘

"suggest .a relationship between state staffing practices ‘and the

*States also have responsibilities concerning the evaluation of
‘Title I programs; withholding or- suspending Title I funding as -an
enforcement mechanism or entering into compliance agreements in
lieu of withholding funds; and resolv1ng complaints about the
Title I program. : :

#

-
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quafity'of administration at ‘both the state and iocalileyels".
(NIE, 1977, p. 54). NIE findings suggest the potential influence-

of state Title I staff on local prbgfams:

. ! . * : - . ¢ B e

. ® The more time. that state staff spent with local ‘staff,
the greater the likelihood that local programs would be
well-administered. ' I ' .

.® Application workshops, mbnitoring visits, or techni-
cal assistance .visits appeared equally valuable in
improving LEA- performance. - : S

J The greater the ‘efforts a state made to clqrify, record

and disseminate both Federal and  state regulations, the
less likely itssdistricts were to experience .compliance
‘problems,(NIE, 1977, 'p. 55).

).

-

* As a result of these and other NIE findings about state
practices, Congress clarified state administrative responsi- 'y

'bilitiés in ﬁhe 1978 AmendmentS'and-increased the,amouht of the

funding set aside for state administration. This revised legal ©

framework for Title I state administration waq}bart of .the con-
text .in which the District Practices Study examined district
perceptions of the state role and its igfluehce since 1978.

This chapter firs;.brief;y describes the Title I legal -

' framework for .the key state administrative functions of appli-

rvation approval, monitoring, technical aSSistaﬁce, rulemaking,
and ‘auditing and audit resdlution. It then presents District .
practices Study data concerning local Title I administrators’ -

perceptions’ of (1) how states carried out"tﬁéir:administfétive-'

responsibilfiies and how this-genefally influences districts*;

*The District Practices Study ircluded only. a'“limited inguiry
into the state role and its influence.on.district implementation
of Title I. A companion study of state Title I administration
was undertaken by the American Institutes for Research (AYR).
The District Practices Study considered state influence in
examining rationales given by school districts for their Title I
practices. | ' ' ) C tel

8-6 .
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(2) whether there were’ any changes since the Education Amend-

)

ments of 1978 in ho@ states'apprcved applications, monitored, and
provided technicar'assistance; and (3) whether state influence

impacts-on Title I program changes involvrng numbers of students

.

served, subject area emphases,'the use of pullout and inclass

designs, and staffing or currlcula approaches, as well as-con-

D
1 ~ o~

stra1nts on program change.' The chapter concludes w1th a summary

whlch.dlscusses pcssible implications ‘of the findings.-
TITLE I LEGAL FRAMEWORK .
[ 3 . .

State Approéal of .District Title I Applications ‘ s

The Staté Educational hgency '[SEA] was responsible for

o

approving Title I applicationsisubmittea by school districts.*

The SEA had to make certain determinations before approving an
. RS _ e : - .
applicatibn. ~In part, the'SEA had to determine, "subject to

such :basic cr1ter1a as the [Secretary] may prescrlbe,' that the®

N .

application (1) prov1ded for the'use of . . . funds in a manner

«

~ which meets [applicable] requlrements and (2) Was "consistent

s - -

with the assurances: contained in the general appllcatlon (§l?l

%

-

of T1tle I) \ S a

< - L4

-

*§121 of*Title I provides. that a district may recelve a Title I -
‘grant if it has on file with the state a current' appllcatlon,
approved by the [SEA], .describing the programs and projects to be
conducted- I for a perlod not to exceed three fiscal years,
. 1nclud1ng the fiscal year for which the grant is made." This
©  provision allows use of either an annual appllcatlon or a three
year application w1th annual updates. . .
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In 1978 Congress “also required thét; priOr,to approval of anf"
/ .
appllcatlon, an SEA cons1der, where pertlnent-

° The results of Feaeral and ‘skate aud1ts
@ The results*of Federal and state monitoring reports
A ° Administrative complaints'by parents or other indi-
’ viduals concernlng the applicant's compliance-with
..~ % 'Title I and, school. d1strlct \ I . 5,

° ,‘The results of district Tltleai evaluation reports B
(§164(a)(1)(2) of Title I)° -

-
b

Other COndlthnS for approvaJ were (1) the d1str1ct was not Out
of compllance w1th a determination of the BEA or the Secretary ;*
'that it repay misused Title I'funds and (2) the district was not

out of compllance with'a compliance agreement entered 1nto w1th

-\

the SEA in lleu of w1thhold1ng funds for noncompllance (§164(a)

-

(1)(B) 0//T1tle I)

[y

The SEA could not f1nally d1sapprove a T1tle I appllcatlon,,

in whole or in part, w1thout first affordlng the appllcant

reasonable notice ang opportunlty for a hearlng (§164(c) of

%

A

T1tle I and 434(b)(l) of GEPA).

// State Monltorlng Of District T1tle I Programs

// In" the 1978 Amendments Congress, éltlng a GAO- report whlch

found serious inadequacies in state,monrtorlng of Title I,*
< - X
%

[

*As ‘the leglslatlve history explalns. - . ‘ , “)//. I
.‘the Commlttee has previously stressed the 1mportance of .

state monltorlng of Title I programs” in its report on the

.- - 1974 amendments.' Yet, a 1975 GAO Report, about Title I...
cited the. need for. improved: monitoring of Title I .programs.

The GAO study ,found that: ‘about 35 percent of the state

educational agencies. visitedq as part .of the study had- no

+ formal monitoring systems for Title I (H.R. Rep No. 1137,
- _ p. 44; S. Rep. No.v856 p,:60) s ) e

w

. . .. . . *
P . \ -
- N h A - ~
’ - 2 l O ‘ - ’ ) -
U . : Al ) T -
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deoided to- be more specific about state responsibi}ity for moni-
toring district Title I programs. Consequently, §167 of Title I
Irequired that the SEA adopt standards for monitoring district ’
'Title I.programs. ' These standards had to be consistent (1) with
ninimum standards established=by the Secretary and (2) with the

state ‘monitoring and -nforcement plan which §l7l of Title I

k1

required be subnitted to the Secretary (§167 of Title I).

Thé state monitoring standards had to (1) describe the -
purpose and scope of monitoring; (2) specify the frequency of
on-site’ visits; (3) ‘describe the procedures for issuing and
responding to monitoring reports, includiné but not, limited to,
the period of'time in whichlthe SEA must issue its reports, the
'period of time in which the applicant agency must xesoond, and

)
the appr0priate follow-up by the SEA- (4) speCify the methods for

‘making monitoring reports available to parents, state and ﬁocal ‘
'auditors, and other persons, and (5) speCify the methods for:
ensuring that noneompliant practlces are corrected (§167 of
Title”I); fThe monitorind and enforcement plan that.the SEA
v.submitted under Title I was required to include a report "of‘the
:aCt1V1tleS undertaken by the State in tne years since the pre-
ZVious plan was filed to carry out its~monitoring and enforce.uent

efforts" under Title I (§171 of Title I; alsc see §434(a)(l) of

.*GEPA)

3

State Technical Assistance . : 5 -

In 1978 Congress clarified state responsibilities for tech-

nical assistance, including information dissemination. Each

1 . . o




) .
o » ' /
- . . .

s%gte had to assure the Secretary in its general application
that it would adopt and use proper methods of administering each

. v
4

., program, including .

° providing technical assistance, where necessary, to
agencies, institutions, and organizaticns,

° - encouraging the adoption by . . . agencies, institu-
" tions, and organlzatlons of promising or 1nnovat1ve
" educational techniques, and ,
e d1ssem1nat1ng throughout “he state information on pro-
" gram requirements and successful practices (§435(b)(3)
(B) (C), (D) of GEPA).
More spec1f1cally, §166 of T1t1e I ‘required ‘that each SEA carry
on a "comprehensive’ program to prov1de techn1ca1 assistance" to
'schobiidistricts.i The "comprehensiVe program” had to include
'techgical assistance (1) for mahagement procedurés, (2Y=for
'plaﬁning, development, implementation, and evaluation of pro--
grams; .and (3)_for-preparation of applications, as well as (4)
other forms of technical assistance needed (§166 of Title 1).
Title I alsc mandated that SEAs prov1de school d1str1cts

with techn1ca1 asslstanCe for evaluation. Sectlon 183(c) of

Title I required that the Secretary provide "such technical and

&
o

other ‘agssistance as may be necessary to [SEAs] to enable-them

— e

e ————

to ass1st [dlstrlctsT\and state agenc1es in the development and
t application of a. systematlc evaluatlon of programs in accordance -

3
with the [evaluatlon] models deveIOped by the Secretary

State Rulemaking . . - : ;:>

- To clarify 'state authority Yo adopt state Title I rules and :

regulations,rthe‘1978 Amendments providec in §165 of Title I that

-10) 247




nothing in Title I prevented states fram having.snch rules and
regulations as long as they did not conflict with Title I of
other Federal law. | |

In recognition of state anC‘lodal differences within a

Federal system, 8165 of Title I .also required that the Secretary

encourage sta'es adopting such rules "to ré€cognize the special

 'and unique needs and circumstances of the State and of each

[district] in-the State.". &

State Auéits-and Audit Resolntion :

In.1978 CongreSS"émphasized state audit and audit reaolution.
responsibilities because of concern about'kl) the manner in'which
some states had failed to perfcrm these functions aéeéuateiyi and
(2) state audits that ex‘mlned only expenditures, but not com-
pllance, as required by the regulatlons.-

Section 170 of Title I required that "each State shall make
provisions for audits of the expendityre 6f funds. . . . " fhe;
audits must determine, at a minimum,'(l) “the fiscai integrity of

grant or subgrant financdial transactions and reports" and (2)

the compliance with applicable statutes, regulations, and terms

and condltlons of the grant or subgrant (8170 of Title I).
Audlts had to be made "with reasonable frequency, usually

annually, but not 1less than once every two years, con81der1ng the

‘nature, size, and complex1ty of the act1v1ty" (§170 of ;1tle I).

Congress also clarified the—obligation of the states to
resolve audits. Section 170 of Title I required that each SEA

have in effect "writ“en procedures, meeting minimum standards

)
<

248 .\
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established by tbe Commissioner, to assure timely and appropriate
resolution-of audit findings and recommendations.-‘ w oo " 'The
Aprocedures had to include: (l) a description of the audit
resolution prncess, (2) timetables for each step of the process}
and (3) an audit.appeaIs process. .

N I
FINDINGS ABOUT KEY STATE ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCRIONS~

State Approval of District Applications

Mail survey data indicate that more- than halﬁ i55 percent)
of the districts used a three year application w1th annual
changes instead of an annual application. State influence on the

; use of the annual, as opposed to the three year, application.is
significant4) Table 8-1, which displays (by district size) rea—
-B8OCHS given by districts for use of the annual application, shqﬁs
that 80 percent of the 1arge and very large districts-using an

annual application did sO because the state required it. a »

-}E;t ‘of the districts surveyed (234§Ercent) reported that.
the state did not ask (either formally or informally) the dis- .
trict to explain or change its last applipation. The remaining
‘districts gave a variety of reasons why the state asked for an
explanation or change of the last application. As 'Table 8-2
1nd1cates,.over two-fifths of, these .districts (42 percent)
reported tnat the state asked for a revision or explanation
‘either because“qf a state nonitoring report'(éé percent) or a
Federal monitoring report (3 percent);a Nearly a third of the

districts (30 percent) indicated that an evaluation of , the

-
e

“district.program was the reason% The next most frequent reason .

-4
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TABLE 8-1 R ‘
- ' . INFLUENCE OF STATES ON DISTRICTS' USE
OF ANNUAL APPLICATION
. .. .. -k- - ‘ .
O [ . ..‘ . . v ’
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Small ' Medium Large ‘Very Large
| Districts - Districts Districts Districts
State reéuiré;ént. 68 . S §66 ’ ",30 /’§~ 80 .
" ‘ . . ~
- ) ‘ ,
. . \ ot
District choice 8 .21 : 20 20
Don't know . . 24 f L 13 N 0 ) ;0
N . . ¢ ' . ’ . £ o
’ /—\7 ‘ e 0~ : .
: »
- N ) i
A -
~ -
! T ,
/ -
- )
A\.
; : . 1 .
. ’ N
24
- s 15{"4~ -
. a =~}
“ /‘ )
. R )
‘ o .
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! TABLE 8-2 . ' -
VPERCENT OF DISTRICTS REPORTING STATES REASONS -

.. ', FOR 'ASKING FOR EXPLANATION.OR REVISION
"OF TITLE I APPLICATION*

Percent**
State monitoring report : o ,\“39,
Title I evaluation e 30 -
. state audit S . L 17
Fedeia; monitoring report S . T3
'Title I complaint o . T 2
Federal audit S , . .0
. \) : ‘"
Other =~ . . : ) L .53
- ' . é . . ' enemat—
LN ' . ) . _(91)***
~
{
.
'*ﬁhis tabl diSplays_data from the 27 percent of the .
districts. ndicating that the state asked for explanation
or revisi S

n of the application.

**percént ées inAEhié column do;hot total to 100 percent
singg_ere han one-response"to'the gquestion was. '

***Number in parentheses beio& line ‘in this and all sub-

sequent tables is the number of respondents toﬂthis item.

. 4.
, . . .
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was a state audit (17 percent). These reasons do not vary
significantly by district size.
. Districts were also asked whether the state objected to the.

last app11cat10n because of possible v1olatlons of state or

Federal regulatlons.' Only 16 percent of® d1str1cts said the

state objected for “these reasons. Table 8-3 shows the ddfferent'

program areas in which these d1str1cts indicated’ the state
thought there were posslble v1olat1ons of state or Federal
regulatlons. _Parent 1nvolvement (28 pcrcent) was the most
freqiently c1ted Lrogram area. The relatﬁd areas of student
selection and needs ‘assessment were the next most frequently
mentloned-program‘areas.

\f Districts reported that states are f1ve t1mes as llkely to
" object to° an appllcatlon for reasons of compllance w1th state or
TFederal regulatlons (15 percent) as they are for reasons of edu-
catlonal effectlveness (3 percent) | )

. Most d1str;cts report'that the last.state review of their

Title I application had little influence-on their programs.  This

. may be because most d1str1cts ‘had 1nterna11zed state expectatlons

after fifteen years of experience W1th state approval of d1str1ct N

Title I applications. Howeépr,;the data indicate that there were

"still some disagreements about how to. assess needs and select .

v

A5

students, as well-as out how to implement the detailed provisions -

. for parental involvement.

Even if most dlstrlcts have become exper1enced {h meet1ng

~ay

state. expectatlons about app11cat10n approval, many d1str1cts



TABLE 8-3

s

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS REPORTING PROGRAM AREAS 'IN
WHICH THE STATE THOUGHT THERE WERE POSSIBLE VIOLATIONS
. OF STATE. OR FEDERAL REGULATIONS WHEN REVIEWING
~ THE DISTRICT APPLICATIGR*

- ° ¥

Percent**

%
Paren£'involvement. ' 0 28
. Student selection B S 24
Needs ‘assessment ' _ 23
: Prbgramlmanagement and N s T
budgeting g v o 23
Supplehent-pbt-supplant B . : '.20
Preparatioﬁ_oﬁidistrict'applicgtion ,'L; 15
School.atteﬁéénce“area eligibility ' - 15 ’
. and targeting- - ‘ '
Prqgrém design - - , 10
E§§1ﬁation _ o | . N
Comparability L C R -
xCootdiﬁation'with other Federal . T
and state education programs , 1
oumﬁ ) B - . ',: -8
, ' : te7)

*This table displays data from the 16 percent of the districts
reporting ‘state objections to program plans because of possible
violations of state or -Federal regulations. :
. . **percentages in this column do not tatal to loo\pefcent.since
’ more "than one ‘résponse to the guestion was permitted.

’




thihk.the state has become more rigorous about application :_f/

approval sinée the Educatlon Amendments of 1978. . Data from the

© »

representatlve site interviews 1nd1cate that 44 percent of the

‘districts: reported the state had been more rigorous about appli-
L] ¢

cation approval since 1978.% Thirty-eight percent .reported no

change since 1978, and 7 percent said the state had been less(~

rigorous since 1978. Eleyen'percent did'not‘answer the ques-

.
’ . /
B .
. .
L

tion.

State Monitoring

Oover three-fourths (78 percent) of thehdistricts reported no "
~increase in the frequency of formal on-site monitoring visits by
state staff sinee 1978. Nearly a querter'(zz‘percent), however;
said that the.frequency&of suca vieits had increased since 1978.
The size of e dietfict~a§pears to be*a factor in (1) how
frequently dietriqts received formal on-site menitoring visits,
.(Z)Ihow many-persoﬂs are used to monitor, and (3) how long the
’ monitorihg visit lests. -
Table 8-4, which breaks down the frequency of monltorlng
v151ts by dlstrlct size, shows that large and very large dle—
tricts are formally monitored oﬁ an annual basis somewhat more

often than small or medium districts. Similarly,’ the numper of

persons on the monitoring visits varies by district size, as’

" *Explanations of how the application review process had become
more rigorous fell into categories such as: state nhow checks all
-facets of the application; state staff work more closely with
districts on the appllcatlon- state is stricter about student
selection; state requires greater elaboration of. objectlves and
evaluatlon plan.




TABLE 8-4
r kY
' .- 'PERCENT OF DISTRICTS REPORTING THE FREQUENCY OF
FORMAL MONITORING VISITS BY STATE TITLE I STAFF OR
CONSULTANTS TO DISTRICTS IN THE LAST THREE YEARS

District Size

, y ~ Very
Small Medium Large . Large
Twice a year or ' . _ - .
more - ' 3 : 6. 5 - 8
Once a year 9 _ 10 . 14 o 20
Every two years L4 4 3 0
Every. three years 8 4 2 0
Never =~ S T 1 0 0
Other : 1 0 0 o
.9
. $ .
7
S .
/. ;
4




Table .8~5 indicates. Eighty-eight percent of the small dis-
tricts, for example, reported one or two state staff came on the

last formal mohitoringavisit, but 51 perceht of the large and

very large districts said that 8-10 people came on the last
District size was also a factor in the /

formal monitoring visit.
as Table 8-6 indi- |

length of the last formal monitoring visit,
!
—~—17—-.. -. -

Large angd very large "districts reported more: often- that

_cates. -
the last formal monitoring visit was more than two full days,

.compared. to the small and medium districts indicating monitoring

visits of the same duration.

Mail survey respondents“were asked to indicate ich of 16

<
i !

areas monitorr actually examined dhring their formal nitoring

Table 8 7 ranks these items by the frequency with which

visits.
The aspects exami ed m07t'

districts reported they were examiged.
i ent (94 /

frequently were records . (95 percent), parent inv

k4

percent), child eligibility and.selection (92 percent), and

compliance with legal requirements (90 percent).
There is somé*significant variation by district size for 9

of'the 16 aspects that monitors examined,~asaiadicated'by Tabl%

- 8-8. In general, more program areas are reporteq as being |

- reviewed in more large and very large districts than are repthed

«
-

as being reviewed in small and medium districts.

'State Technical Assistance
‘Over ‘two-thirds (68 percent) of the districts surveyed by

mail indicated that they received technicalﬁassistance from}the

»

state Title I office in developing or improving some aspect |of




Number of State
staff or
Consultants

One
Two
Three
" Four |
Five |
Six
Seveh
Eight
Ten

Twelve

h 1Y
. TABLE 8-5 , .
PERCENT OF DISTRICTS REPORTxﬁb
NUMBER OF STATE STAFF OR CONSULTANTS
ON THE LAST FORMAL MONITORING’ VISIT
3 | ”- .- | ’ N »
District Size '
) ‘\f- & ) ‘ ) *
e ’ .. . Very
Small Medium Large + + Large
< ® ) i -‘
f - A Y > . /.
66 47 L 25 0
. 22 31 . 22 13:
\) L ’ PR “‘. T
. 8 13 23 13 )
2 . 6 .18 a3
2 3 9’ 13
“w - ‘ %
0 Sl -0 - 13
-0 1 0 0
¥ .
0 0 3 - 25
0 0 0 13
o - © 0 1 0
.
’ ot
.o"
25 ’

~
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TABLE 8-6 - N
 PERCENT OF DISTRICTS REPORTING
LENGTH "OF LAST_FORMAL MONITORING VISiT
! N o , ' Very
- - Small - nglum . Large : Large .

Half a day or less - 48 A 9 4 13

. ° K] 3
Full day - . -~ - 38" 45 28 .0 .
Day and a half . 2 - 7 4, 13
Two' full days . . = 9 .26 30 © 38
More than two = SR ' . '
full days 4 ' 14 . 34 . 38

ST , : N : S ’
A
P ' -
» ~ e ' ' N
!
¥ "
7 ” % °
. 4
s .’
i t "_ !
:? o8




TABLE 8 7

ASPECTS OF TITLE I PROGRAMS THAT MONITORS
. EXAMINED ON LAST FORMAL MONITORING VISIT

< : o

Records |- : .
- : - ‘ - . . 7

‘Parent 1nvolvempnt

N
* < T e .

Child ellglblllty and selectlon of these in greatest need

QOmpllance_w1Eh.legal,requlrements
34

.Evaluation .,
1‘, 4

Impleméntation of program according to application
o Needs assessment A 7 ,'f""_ RPN

Quallty of serv1ces prOV1ded
Supplement-not—supplant

o Training of staff and others
School attendance area'eligibility and - targeting.

A

[

Complalnt resolution procedures

Participation’ of teachers and school board members in’
plannlng :

.
. .
°

*-—Comparab111ty

..

) Nonpubllc partlclpatlon . “

. Neglected or delinquent program’
! . \

Other

. M . T e R

more than one response to the questlon was permltted

-

Q T . ) _ ' X 822 259 T .
EMC ? o . vi . «~ °.

&~ .

94

92

cgo'

4322)

*Percentages in this column do not . gotal to 100 percent since

~ Percent®

95 .



TABLE 8-8

ASPECTS OF TITLE I PROGRAMS EXAMINED .
BY STATE MONITORS ON LAST FORMAL MONITORING VISIT:

’

[

District Size

) ; _ . Very
‘Small - Medium Large ‘Large
School attendance drea |
., eligibility and . , . . -
targeting 64 , 84 . 89 88 )
Student selection 89 95 98 - 100
~ Needs assessment . ' 85 ' 87 - 98 100
Comparability - 53 - 73 83 75
TSupglemenf—not—' . .
supplant ' 75 85 93 ’ 88
) Iﬁplementation“of
program according : ' .
to application 86 95 98 100
Training of staff 72 77 90 88 .
Nonpublic participation 45 69 86 100
'Negleéted“brfdeiinqueht --------- . ——  ~~mum§wnW.mkme“H<_ e
program _ 16 - 26 38 ‘63

g-23 260




‘their Title I p programs. The remaining dlstrlcts {32 percent)
sald the state did not prov1de technlcal ass1stance to develop or
improve their programs. |

State technical assistancevwas provided in a variety of

areas, as shown in Table 8—9-' The most frequent and most general

L ',

area in which dlStrlCtS (72 percent) reported receiving help was
in preparation of the distriCt application- Sixty-eight percent
;of theloistricts indicated-tnat technical assistance for evalu-
ation was receiyed. Large'percentages of districts said-tech—
nical assistance was provided in the areas of program,management;;
and budgeting (48 percent), parental involvement (47 percentx,
needs assessment (46 percent), and child eligihility and-selec—'
tion (42 percent).

Table 8-10 sets forth the different ways in which state
Title-I staff provided technical.assistance to districts. Tele-
phone calls were clearly the most favored'method, while site
‘visits (39 percent) are the least frequently reported heans nf
‘providing technical assrstance. |

! Districts also reported receiving technical assistance from.
sources other than the state Tltle I offlce. Table 8-11 1nd1-

_cates that 26 percent of the survey dlStrlCtS said help was

recelved from Tltle I Technlcal As51stance Center {Tac] staff

Some dlstrlcts (15 percent) reported statP offlclals not in

3
the Title I office provided assistance and an even smaller per-
centage of districts (6 percent) named Federa' officials as

another source of technical assistance.




TABLE 8-9 -

ASPECTS OF TITLE I PROGRAMS THAT
STATE HELPED DEVELOP "R IMPROVE

_ Percent¥*
Preparation of district applicaticn : 72
Evaluation | ' ‘ - ‘ 68
- Program management and budgeting f S F - 48
Parent involvement ' | ' 47
Needs assessment - o ; S 46

Child eligibility and selection of those in greatest need 42

¥

Improviﬁg quaiity'of instructional program 38
Supplement-not~supplant ' - 28
Compafabilit?}v u _ 24
School attendance area eligibility and targeting »  22
Coordination wiﬁh othe} Federal and state education“ 22

\ prog.ams

Other / . . ' -~ .« 3

(220)

A
-

*quééntages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more than one response to the question was permitted.




TABLE 8-10

MOST FREQUENT MANNER IN WHICH STATE
* TITLE I STAFF HELPED DISTRICT TITLE I PROGRAM

_ Percent*

Telephone calls - | 1f1‘ o . 87

Workshops ' ' - . ' 76

Printed haterials (e.g., manuals, newsletters) . 66
. . Letters ' ~ - o . - 65 .

Consultants'assigned to district . . : - 46

Site visits _ : B o \ : 39

+ (230)

VZ b

¢ ’ \—-)

\/"
4
. <\\;" . . . ‘.__..._...__—-v.._vff.__.’ S —_ -
o \

) _ o
: - {
*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more than one rgsponse-to—the,question was permitted.

»
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TABLE 8-11

SOURCES OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
FOR DISTRICT TITLE I PROGRAMS OTHER THAN
STATE TITLE I OFFICIALS

™
. J
‘ Percent
Technical Assistance Center [TAC] staf® ’ ; : 26i
State officials not in Title I program : . n15
- _ . L
Regional Federal office staff or other Federal officials 6
Other : . . o 147
, : : ~
v (386)
/ - —— moum o=
v
.
- _ o - 8-27 '
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.

"With respect to changes in state techn1ca1 ass1stance since

TR
the Educatlon Amendments of 1978 55 percent of the d1str1cts

surveyed by mail perce1ved an 1mprovement in the quality or
availability of state technical assistance since 1978. Forty

percent of the.districts say there'uas no change in state tech-

o

-'\ .
nicdl ass1stance dur1ng the same period,. and only 5 percent

reported a deterloratlon ‘in e1ther the qua11ty or ava11ab111ty of
state technical assistance since l978.

State Rulamaking

. The District Pract1ces Study sought to determ1ne whether
districts perceived'any state Title I regulaéaons as being more
restrictive than Federal'Title I regulations and, if so, in what
”program areas were state Title I regulatlons thought to be more
restr1ct1ve than the Federal regulatlons. Almost two thirds (64

| percent) of districts surveyed on this issue sa1d state Title I
regulations were not more rastrictive. However, 20 percent per-
‘ceived.some state Title I,regulatrons as more restrictiye than
the Federal.regulations. Another<16 percent indicated they don't
know if any state regulatlons are more restr1ct1ve than the
Federal-regulatlons. D1strict s1ze was not found to be a majorl

factor in these perceptlons.

Table 8-12 presents data on the d1fferent areas in which
district off1c1a1s considered state Title I regulatlons more
restrictive than the Federal regulations. The leading area was

: the most general: preparation of the distr.ict application (42

percent). The same percent of districts (38 percent) perceive

Q o - 8-28




TABLE 8-12 |
AREAS IN WHICH. DISTRICT OFFICIALS CONSIDERED STATE
TITLE I REGULATIONS AND POLICIES TO BE MORE .
RESTRICTIVE THAN FEDERAL TITLE I REGULATIONS*

-

Percenti**

' Preparation of district application.': 42
Evaluation , - S . 38
Parental Involvement - - .. .38

/

Child eligibility and selection cf

- those in greatest need ' o : S 37
- Program management and budgeting . ) o 37'
Program design ‘ - 34
Parent involvement ' " ) _ o | 27
Needs assessment ) , ' | 27
‘Supplement—not—supplant o ' : 22
S \
School attendance area eligibility ‘
and targeting . : 17
B . "’-‘ v
Coordination with other Federal and state )
‘education programs . , : ' ' 16
Nonpublic participation . ' : : 15
Comparability I . : 14
‘ other . | o - 16~
(230)

LY

*This taple displays data from the 20 percent of the districts
reporting- state Tivle I regulations and poliCies to be more
restrictive than Federal regulations. -

**pPercentages in this column do 'not total tc 100. percent since
more than one response to the questirn was permitted.
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state eyeiuation and state parent involvement requiremenisias
mére'reStrictive than‘the'Federal'requirements.’ |
To detefﬁihe if any states were uhifermly regardedhas havinsg
" any more.rest}ictive regulations, data from 29 states with 7 or
more respondent districts in =ach were exaﬁined;. In 18 of theve

states (62 percent), there was not unanimous agreement regarding
the relative restrictiveness - of tﬁenstate;regulations.* In orly
3 of these states (10 percent) was there-dnanimity in sayimg that

state Title I regulations wefefnqt more restrictive than "the
Federai regulati;ne. Districts in each of theeremaining 8 states
(28 percent) were split. . In each of these 8 states, some di:-
trlcts did not know if state Title I regulatlons were more
restrlctlve and some dlstrlcts said the state regulations were
not more restrlcelveh

" The contradictions. in some of the 18 states whlch ciszaree
about the relatlve restflctlveness of state T1tle I reou'atlons
were marked. In the 5 states (out of these 18) wlth the mqst
respondent districte, there was a distinct split among districts

in the same state in 4 of the states about whether state regu-

lations were more restrictive. There was only minor disagreement

_i;. ine remaining state in which 20 percent of the distri.ts said

state Title I regulations'were not more restricﬁive than the

Federal regulqtions»

‘
*In all but 4 of these 18 states, some districts also said they

did not know if any state Title I regulatlons were more
restrictive.

.



. : . /
Audits and Audit Resolution ~°° . o : /.

The'mail.survey asked Title I Directors whether their Title
I~program had been included in an audit within the last three
years. As Table 8- 13 indicatess over two—thirds . of the dis- )
tricts responding to this question indicated that their Title I
program-had,been included in either a Federal or state audit, or .

- in both a Federal and state audit. Slightly 1eSs‘than a third of

these districts (30 percent) reported that their TitleiInpro-
gram has not been included in either a Federal'or state audit

- within the iast 3 years.

. Title'i recuired that Federal and state audits of Title Il
examine.hoth financial transActions. and compliance withlprogram-
requirements. Table 8-14 indicates that nearly a quarter (23
percent) of the districts said that state auditors 1ooked at
financial records only The -percentage of dlStrlCtS reporting
‘that Federal'’ aud1tors examined both financial records and com-

pliance (80 pei ent’) was similar to the percentage of districts

reporting that'statevauditors examined both areas (70 percernt).

L)
L

There does not appear to be an appreciable difference between ‘the

extent to which Federal and state auditors’ reports contained

audit exceptions orwrecommendations-for corrective action. Mail
survey data show that 30 percent of the districts 1nd1cated
"Federal auditors reports contained exceptions or recommenda-

tions, while 26 percent of, the districts said state auditors'

reports contained exceptions or recommendations.

B

~.
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TABLE 8213, .,
. .

' PERCENT.'OF DISTRICTS INCLUDED IN STATE'

‘/OR FEDERAL AUDITS IN.LAST THREE YEARS

. // . . ) . . s 8 ..
T ' ' ) : , Percent
7,//' 4 ) . . teo,
.~ -state audit ‘only ’ - .. 55
. No Federal or state audit | s 30
Both Federal and state audits il
Federal audit only 4
. '(333)‘\
X
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' ' TABLE 6-14 -

PERCENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL AUDITS
EXAMINING FINANCIAL RECORDS AND

COMPLIANCE WITH TITLE I.REGUEATIONS~ ‘.-

.

I' .

!

k

Fedefal f State
: Audits -Audits
: N —_— / B
Both financial records and compliance 80 [ 70
Financial records only / Lo 77 / 23
Don't know ‘ T13 '/ 7
(52) '/ (210)
. ‘x, .
f
” /
!1
j
/
/
e
» / .
2
/l
/ [‘ v
7
I
‘ |
h ;
. . I
.}i
- !
, |
'(
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3 FINDINGS ABOUT OT&ER IﬁDICATORS OF STAfE iNFLﬁENCEi
The District Practices Study also examined district per- -
ceptions of state infiuence en changes in the 16cal Ti£1e,I
program in such areas as (1) the number of students served; (2)
subject area emphases; (3) pullout and inclass designs; (4)
staffing of.currieula approaches; and (5) constraints'on program

cnange;

N N M

State Influence on Changes in the Number of Students Served '

Mail survey districts were asked whether there had been a

~

substantial change (more than 10 percent) in the number of -

students served in any grade in their programs since 1978. L

.

Sixty-one percent of thé districts responded that there had been

no such change, while one-third (33 percent). said there was a
. v v ' e . - .
substantial change in the number of students served in different

grades since 1978

The districts whlch 1nd1cated a substantial change in the A

[N

- number of students were then asked to rank the five most impor-
. tant reasons for the change. As Table 8-15 indicates, most‘dis4
trlcts (84 percent) d1d not rank state 1nfluence ("new state man—

dates or emphasls") as one of the five most meortant reasons for

4
-

change in the“number“ofwstudents~servedAlnmd;fferentmgradesas1ncei;w.

-

1978.

State Influence on Changes in Subject Area Emphases

P—

The mail survey asked if there “r= been a substantial change

. ¥ “ ‘ . . . ) -
'in the subject areas emphasized in the cistrict's Title I program




i TAVLE 8 15 v l~‘ . . . I",_.. 4
- DISTRICT REASONS FOR SUBSTANTIAL CHANGE -

| . (MORE THAN 10 PERCENT) SINCE ‘1978 IN NUMBER OF

L * STUDENTS SERVED IN TITLE I FOR ANY GRADE* :

. . a . : ~ -~ .
0 . . . . -

. . S - o I Percent** = ¢
' Changes- in Tltle I funding” 1evel -. o l"f ' 50 L (TLyAnx
_ Teachers or Prthipals-_recommendatioas'; " 30 {(435_‘V=s
. 'Data;ffom fd%mai %eeds.sdrvey ‘. R - SOA (42)m
Resalts'bf,formal Title I~progtam evalqatidhs“ - .25 (386)°
Demographlc changbs - : e . .:_& " - ;'i;} ; 20 (28)
New state mandates or emphasis “: ; . ‘ ' ‘ 16 (23)

) New"dlstrlct.maﬁdates’or empha31s;. . - :.‘F : 15 (21)
“£ﬁan§es'in other local programs ‘;’ BT | 14 1205.
Informal'as?essyents'bf prog;ag performance - 13 (19)
“Parénts"recommehdationS‘ PR | ’ | 11 (1e) -

- other - A - I | - 11 (15i
s , . . . _
\M., 2 ' . .

*This table displays- data from the 33 percent of the districts
reportlng a substantial change in the number of students served
in different grades since 1978. ‘

kAR max1mum of 5 reasons were -included for each district. .

***N for each response ‘is in parentheses.
A}
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T

) ’A" . o
since 1978.%* Sixty-nineapefcént of-the districts reported no @ °

. B

change. However, 30 percent of the d1str1cts said there was a

change in subject area empha31s (1 percent of the. dlstrxcts d1d {
not know 1f there was a change) DR s
L Those d1str1cts reportlngasubstantlal change then ranked the'
6 1 3

five most 1mportant reasons for the change. Table 8- 16 1nd1cates

that state 1nfluence ("new state mandate og emphasls") did not

s

emerge among the f1ve most 1mportant reasons and 24 percent of
L

the d1str1cts gave this as the sixth most 1mportant reasan.
State Influence on Changes 1n the. Use of Pullout and Inclass

Designs, : oo L ! . R ‘,5
é * ‘ ¢ A

. Ninet -two percent of . the d1str1cts sa1 ‘they us d a pullout .
Y ¢

| €

3 - .
design for part or all of their T1tle I programs. Table 8 17 -..
ShOWs that only 46 percent of thevdlstrlcts us1ng ‘the pulloyt for _

part or all of the1r programs gave state 1nfluence~("state T1tle

-]
I off1ce has adv1sed the use.of this, des1gn") as a very 1mportant

or.somewhatrlmportant reason for use of pullouts. Thus, state
influence ranked third.behind'educational superiority (81 per-

‘cent) and compllance with funds allocatlon reqgui rements‘(GO per-

) 9 :

cent) .as a reason’ for use of the pullout deslgn for part or all

4

of the program. R v h' - - ' a :

w t

Although 80 percent of the dlstrlcts said there have not

1 e

been changes in use of the pullout des1gn 51nce 1978 lO percent

vt . . . h
: '

. .
. -

A substantial change was defined as’ either (1) a change of 10 . -
percent or more in the number of students served in particular '
subject areas since 1978 or (2) a change of 10 percent or more in
subiect area's share of the budget. Subject dreas included
rYeading, other language arts, mathemat1cs,\Eng11sh for students

-of limited~English background, vocatlonal, and spec1al education -
for the hand1capped. ' : . v

u
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TABLE 8-16

DISTRICT REASONS FOR SUBSTANTIAL
CHANGE OF SUBJECT AREA EMPHASIS IN
TITLE I PROGRAMS SINCE 1978%*

Percent*¥*

Changes-in Title I fﬁnding level 44 (42) *x**
Data from formal needs sdrveys 41+ (39)
Teachers' or érincipals' recommendafions“ 38 (36)
Results of formal Title I programs ‘
evaluations 27 (26)
Parents' recommendations L 26'”“”(25)-‘~~n~%
New state mandates or emphasis 24 - (23)
New district'mandates orheducational .

philosophy 20 {19)
Informal assessments of progrAm per formance .18 (17)
Changes in other local programs 14 (13)
Demographic chan;es | | ' o 4 (4)4

N E))

Other - . ' . |
j [

*This table displays data from the 30 pérceﬁt of the districts
reporting a substantial change in Title Ifstject area emphasis

since 1978. ! i

**A maximum of 5 reasons were reported for each district.
‘ |

***N ‘for each response is in parentheses.




TABLE 8-~17

REASONS THAT DISTRICTS USE A PULLOUT
DESIGN FOR PART OR ALL OF THEIR PROGRAM*

N

Percent of
Districts
Saying This Is A
Very Important
or Somewhat
Important Reason**

Pullout is educationally superior for all 81
or part of program

Pullout makes it easier to démonstrate

compliance with fuhdé"éllocatibn‘requiréments ‘ . 60

ét&ﬁe Title I office has advised use _ . 46

Althougﬁ different design might work as well,

it would not be}worth disruption of changing 33

Other “ o . 18
. (1149)

\ ) . K _
*This table displays data from the 92 percent of the districts

reporting use of a pullout design for part or all of their
programs. ’ . ‘ ) . .

-

. **percentages. in this ‘column do not total to 100 percent since
‘ more than one response to the question was permitted.




v

of the districts indicated an increase in use &{ pullouts, and

16 percent reported a decrease in use of_pullouts since 1978.
Table 8-18 indicates thaﬁ only 37 percent of the districts
increasing or decreasing the use of pullouts iQentified state
influence ("new state mandates or emphasis") as a very important
cr somewhat impqrtaqt reason for the change.

A similag degree of state influéncé is evident with regard
to use of the inclass designT Oonly 30 percent of the districts
sai. they used the inclass approach for part or alliof their
progra:n.s. _Ofmthose_using-;heminclass#designyﬂless-ﬁhan»a“;hirda-
(30 pércent) pointed to state influencé (“State Title I office
‘has ;dvised the use of the design") as élyery iﬁportant or some-
what importanﬁ-reasdnwfor doing so, as Table 8-19 indicates.
Thus, state influence also ranks third, behind educationél
superlorlty (75 percent; and lack‘of fac1L1t1es for pullouts (41
percent), as a reason glven by d1str1cts for use of the inclass
approa.h. |

over half (57 percent) of the districts with 1nclass de51gns
said there had not been much change since 1978 in use of the
inclass approach. Of the remaining districts, 33 percent .
indic;ted increased use during ﬁhe same period ahd 10 perdent
reported decreased use. Table 8-20 displays the reasons these
districts gave for this inoneése or decrease andAindicates that
‘only 34 percent of these districts'point to state.influeﬁce-
("state Titie I office has advised the use of this design") as-a

very important or somewhat important reason for the changes 'in

8-39 . =76




TABLE 8-18

REASONS WHY DISTRICTS INCREASED OR
DECREASED USE OF PULLOUT DESIGN SINCE 1978*

Teachers' or Principals’' .reccmmendations
Informal assessments of-program performance
Results of formal Title I program evsluations
Parents' recommendations " “
Daté f;om formal needs survey

Changes in Title I funding level

New district mandates or educational
philosophy o -

New state mandates or emphasis
Changes in other local programs
Demographic changes

Other

-

Percent of
Districts
Saving-This Is A
Very Important
or Somewhat

Important Reason**

75
58
56
52

' 51

50

42
Y
30
16

15

*This table dicplays .data from the 20 percent of. the districts
which increased or decreased use of a pullout design since 1978.

**Percéntages»in this column do nofﬁtotal to 100 percent sinc
more tTan one recponse to the question .was permitted."“ :

i
1
i

8-40
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‘TABLE 8-19

REASONS WHY DISTRICTS USE INCLASS
DESIGN FOR PART OR ALL OF THEIR PROGRAM*

Percent of
"Districts

Saying this is a

Very Important
or Somewhat

Important Reason**

Inclass is educationally superior for
all or part of program

Phy51cal facilities for pull outs are
not avallable : S

State Title I office has advised use
Altnough different design}might work

as well, it would not be worth disruption. .
of changing . ’ : -

* Other

v : .

*Thls table- dlsplays data from the 30" percent
that use an 1nclass design for part or all of

75

41

30

21

21

(501)

<

of the districts

thelr program.

**Percentages in this column do not total to lOO percent since
more than one response to the questlon was permltted.-

0 " -~ - B N e 2
~
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. TABLE 8-20 i

REASéNS WHY‘DISTRICTS INCREASED OR
DECREASED USE OF INCLASS DESIGN SINCE 1978*
Percent of
~ Districts-.
Saying this is a
Very Important’

N~
or Some-hat .
. , Important -* - anon**
Inclass design is educationally superior o 72

for all or part of program

-

™~

___ Physical facilities for pullouts are not .
\ available T '_: -367

State Title I office has advised use : 34

Although .different design might work ‘as
well, it would not be worth disruption:

of changing o : 17
Other o S a0
T) v .
{244} -

*This table displays data from 43 percent of the 30 percent of
the districts which use' an inclass design for part or all of
their programs and which indicated. increased or decreased use of
the inclass design since 1978. : :

**percentages in this column do not total t¢5100 percentﬁsince .
‘more than one response .to the question was permitted. :

. g-az S




.

use of the inclass design. This means that state influence again

" ranks third, behind educational superiority,(72 percent) and lack

of facilities for pullout (36 percent), as a reason why cistricts-
have increased .or decreased since 1978 the use of an inclass
design for part'or all of their programs.

State Influence on Changes in Staffing or Curricula Approaches

Districts receiVing the mail survey were asked if they had
made substantial changes since 1978 in staffing theQTitle I
program or in the.curricula apprqaches used‘inrtheir Title I pro-
grams;*. Over half.of the diStricts indicateq no major changes
since 1978. of ﬁhe remaining disﬁricts, 27 percent reported
chanées in staffing; 13 percent inaicated changes'in borh‘staff—
iné and . curricula approaCh; and 3 percent said there were changes

in curricula approach. Table 8—21-shows the reasons districts

gave as being very important or somewhat important for such

changes. Only 34 percent of the districts identified state

infiuence ("new state mandates or emphasis") as a very important
or someﬁhat important reason for the.changes. ' The resuit is that
state in 3luence ranks seventh.amOng ten reasons aistricts gave as
being very impcrtant or somewhat important‘forhmakingvsubstantial
changes in staffing or curricula apprgaches since 1978. .

3
\.

*Substantial changes in staffing.were derined as (1) Significant
shifts in the proportion of aides, resource teachers, or
“eachers, or (2) significant changes in the staff/student ratio.
Curricula approaches were defined as including materials or
textbook series, educational technology, or skill sequences.

A - ¥ e-aR50



o TABLE 8-21

DISTRICT REASONS.FOR SUBSTAN?iAL CHANGES 1IN
TITLE I STAFFING OR CURRICULA APPROACH SINCE 1978*

- Percent of
' Districts
Saying This Is A,
Very Important
or Somewhat
Important Reason*¥

' Changes in Title I funding - o 89~ (159)%**

Teachers'

or Prindipéls' recommendations 71 (120)

Results of formal Title I program

evaluation : ' 63 (119)
Data\fromvformal needs s&fVeyé' . . o 61 (113)
vPareﬁts reéommendations - ) A . v - 60 (113)
'Informal assessments of pfogram perform;nce. _ ~. 60 (115)

New district mandates or educational . =

philosophy - ' . T | 48' (116)
.Changes in otherhiocdl‘pfograméhf B .. 41 (107)
New_sté£és mandateé or eﬁphasis . . .34 ~ (106)
Demographic changes | _ .;.. ' 18 (99)
Other - | | 44 (25)
' | -3 '

*This table displays data from the 43 percent of the districts
reporting substantial changes in staffing or curricula since
1978.. . ' ‘ ) -

'**Pergentages'in this column do not -total to 100 percent since
more than one response to the question was permitted. '

***N for each responsé'is in pérentheses}
. : N S
o : o o . : . _ 2531 .;:,' o
ERIC ' T 8-44 -




State Influence as a -Constraint on Program Change

Mail . survey d1str1cts were asked whether, if Title I fundmlgﬂ
remains the same, there were any features of their T1tle I pro—
grams that 'should be changed. Seventy-two percent.of the d1s—
tricts did not believe any  features of their programs should be .

changed. The rema1n1ng 28 percent of the dlStrlCtS noted dlffer—

3

ent aspects of the1r Tltle I programs that they would 1like to

~

change (sée Table 8-22), 1nclud1ng grade levels served (46 per-

cent), staff composition (41 percent), use of instructional

technology (37 percent), pullout VS-AlnClaSS'deSIQH (36 percent).
program-curricula (27 percent), snbject areas (25 percent), and
staff-to-pupil ratios (25‘percent). '

“When the 'districts that want to make changes werenasked wh;t
(other than lack of funds) stands in the .way of change, 45 per-
cent of the d1str1cts gave state 1nf1uence ("state Tltle I office
would be opposed") as. a very important or'somewhat‘important bar-
rier to the desired change. However, aszable 8-23 indicates, |

state influence. ranked only fourth‘(employee unions,~parents, and

district central office were ranked ahead of state. 1nf1uence) as_

9

a perce1ved constra1nt ‘on chaxges that these Tltle I D1rectors

would like to make in their programs.

n .




. TABLE 8-22

ASPECTS OF TITLE I PROGRAM THAT DISTRICT OFFICIALS -
WOULD CHANGE ASSUMING THAT THE.FUNDING LEVEL REMAINED THE SAME*

Percent*¥*
Grade level served _ Cor ° : 46
. Staff composition (relative humber of
teachers, aides, volunteers) - . . | 41
Use of- instructional technology. .H‘-"‘. 37
Epllout v;finclaés‘design N g i 36
’ ¥ ‘e '
program curriculum Lo o 27
" Subjects areas.cdyéred - S o o %5 
Staff/pupil ratios ) _ ‘ ”_ 25
other =~ , ) : ’; . o \; 16
. _ (117)

*This table displays data from the 28 percent of the districts
reporting aspects of the program they would like to change if
funding remained the same. ' : '

**Percentﬁges in £his column do not total to 100 percent’ since
more than one response to the question was permitted.

8is6 .
287
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TABLE 8-23 . f
CONSTRAINTS (OTHER THAN .LACK OF FUNDS),.ON PROGRAM

CHANGES ‘AS PERCEIVED BY DISTRICTS,THAT "WANT TO
CHANGE FEATURES OF THEIR TITLE ; PROGRAMS*

o . |

ﬁ

Percent of
Districts

|
!
|
‘ - ; Saying This Is A
) ! | Very Important
Reasons for Constraints K . i or Somewhat
on Program Changes*¥* e . ! Important Reason
We are not sure whether the program / ,
would still be in compliance if the | . :
change(s) were made : : ; ' 52 (82)%**
\ I . .
T1tle I staff would be opposed _ / 50 (75)
.School Principals and/or-qther non- | ‘ ' ‘
~Title I staff would be opposed - f .49 (80)
State Title I office would be opposed-_ W 45 . (87)
District central office wouLd be i o
opposed ' . - 138 (78).
I ’ .
Parents would be opposed : | 31 (76) -
: -l o
Employee unions would be. opposed i 27 - (76) .-
/ 72 (25)

™=
z

Other

*This table displays data from the 28 Eercent of ‘the districts
reporting aspects of the program®they would like to ¢hange if
unding remained the same. .

changes in grade levels

**Among the types of changes desired were
served, subject areas cov ed, pullout v. inclass design,
staff-to-pupil ratios, st§§£€jompOSition, use of instructional
technology and program curritula. ‘ K 4 :

. g

***N' for each response is in parenthese
° : _ ,Y
| A

}y \
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SUMMARY -
In the 1978 Amendments, Congress reorganized and clarified

the legal framework for state administration of Title I. The

District Practices Study sought to determine how district Title I
administrators perceived (1) the manner in which states carried
‘out their administrative functions under Title I; (2) whether

thefe had been any changes since 1978 in how states approved.

applications,‘monitofed, and provided technical assistance; and

(3) the extent of influence State educatiqnal;egencies had on

Title I program changes involving numbers of students eefved,
[ 4 . —

subject area emphaeee, the use of pullout and inclass designs,

and staffin§ or curricular approaches, asiwell as constraints on
. program change. :

| ;Studies donebbefore 1978 found considerable variation in
state aéministrative practices. DPS data Eﬁow that after 1578
there was veriatioh both among aed within states in.- how dis;

tricts perceived state administration of Title I and state

.. /
[}
i

DPS data support the fdllowing general conclusions about.

influence on district practices under Title I.

'Tltle I state admlnlstratlon and- state influence on dlstrlct

1mplementat10n of Tltle I:

e  Since the Education Amendments of 1978, which clari-
fied the' legal framework for state'Title I adminis-
tration, . application approval was reported to have
become more rigorous (44 percent); formal on-site
monitoring had increased somewhat (22 percent);. and
the guality or availability.of state technical a5515ﬁ
tance: had improved (55 percent)

285
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) The Title I applications of most districts appeared to
have been approved by the state without objections
about educational ‘ineffectiveness (97 percent); with-,
. out objections about possible Federal or state regula-
tions (84 percent); and without revisions to the
.application (73 percent).. This may be related to
fmonitoring that included 1mplementat10n of the program

~in accordance with the appllcatlon (89 ‘percent); tech-
nical assistance to help with preparatlon of the dis- -
trict application (71 percent); and increasing famili-
arity with state .expectations over a 15 year period.

o Most districts (78 percent) reported no increase in
: the frequency of formal on-site monitoring visits by
.state staff since 1978; a minority of districts (22
percent) said there had been an increase in the. fre-.
quency of on-site monitoring since 1978. As might-
have been expected, large and very large districts
- were monitored- more frequently by more monitors than

were small and: medium districts. Key areas of .
emphasis durlng formal on-site monitoring visits
included parental involvement (94 percent); student
selection (92 percent),'evaluatlon (89 percent),
supplement-not- supplant (79 perqgnt), and school
attendance area eligibility and targetlng (71
percent). o

» The majority of districts (68 percent) indicated they .
received technical assistance from the ‘state and were

. satisfied with state efforts at technlcal assistance.
However, a significant percentage Oof districts’ (32 -
percent) reported that they did not recelve technical
[ ass1stance from the state. -

® Almost two—thlrds (64 percent) of the distri.cts said
state Title I regulations were not nore rescrictive
than Federal regulations. Yet,. there was considerable
disagreement within states about whether any state
Title I regulatlons or policies wexe more restrictive
-than the Federal regulatiors.

® Most districts (70 percent) said their TitleI program
""" had been .included in audits (state, Federal, or both)
since 1978; however, some districts (30 percent)
reported that their Title I programs had not been
included in an audit since 1978. Eighty percent of
the districts indicated that Federal auditors
examine ¥ both financieal recox rds and compliance with

A\



- Lt

Title I. regulatlons, only 70 percent of state aud1tors
#id this. Many districts reported making chadnges in
- the operation of their Title I programs as the result
of audit f1nd1ngs and exceptlons.

®o. Oﬁly 26° percent of the d1str1cts reporting a substan—
o tial change' in the number of Title I student served .

by’ grade level since 1978 considered state influence a-"

Tvery ‘important or somewhat important reason for sub- -
, _ 'stantral charige€s in the number of Title I students
o serveth% grade 1evel s1nce 1978. _ i

v'\

.

y ¥ tial change  in subject area emphasevuof threir Title I
‘program said- state influence was a very 1mportaﬁt or ..
somewhat 1mportant reason for these changes..

'

e Forty-six percent of the’ dlstrlcts using 'a pullov

design for part or.  all of their Title I program dindi- . .,

cated that state influence was a very 1mportant or

somewhat 1mportant reason ﬁor dolng S0. -
® Thlrty-four percent of the d1str1cts maklng changes Ain
Title I staffing or curricula approaches since 1978 .
reported that' state influence was a very 1mportant or: °
somewhat 1mportant reason for those changes.-‘ <

¥ e

® Over two-fifthis (45 percent) of 'the: dmstrlcts that
would like to change features of their Title 1 program
s » defined state influence as a very 1mportant or some-
what - important barrler to des1red program changes..

The analys1s of. state 1mpact d1d not directly examlne the

overall- degtee.ofmstate 1nfluence or the combined effects of

. state adm1n1strat1ve functlons on d1str1ct pract1ces w1th respectJ

to school attendance area ellglblllty and targetlng, child
ellglblllty and selection of those 1n,greatest need; and the
supplemental character of instructional'services for par;ié
cipating'childrenu However, direct questions were‘asked'about.

the degree of state influence in several collateral areas (number

of chlldren served by grade 1evel subject area emphases, pullout

8-50
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T vs. inclass design, staffing or curricula ‘changes, and con-

-,have been sufficiently precise concegtually or operatlonally to

& . . )

. . . . .
7 . . .

- , /
straints on program “change).” With respect to these collateral

‘areas, it appears that the-manner in which states administered

Title I was not a key influence on .district practices 'in most

4,
1Y

states and- d1str1cts. In a general sense, state educatjonal

5

agencles clearly exerted some influence on dlstrlcts implemen-~
tation of Title I through apgllcatlon approval/ monltoring; tech-
nical assistance, reguiations, and auditing.u The perceived

degree of state inflpence often varied,fromustate t0'state,'frcm

district to district, and from program area to program area.’It.'

v

is even possible that the extent of state influence, either:

~direct or indirect, has been underreported,vparticularly since

some state prlorltles and d1rect10ns may have become so 1nter—

_nallzed since 1965 that some d1str1cts no longer attribute a

part1cular district practice to state influence.

.4

"*An expioratory analysis was coﬁaucted on merged data files from

the District Praotices Study and the Title I State Management .°
Practices Study conducted by American Institutes for Research.
This analysis generally cébnfirmed the finding that ‘the manner 1n
which states administered Title I did not appear to be a major
influence on district practices. -However, it should be noted
that the variables developed in either or both studies might not
reveal those: features of actual state or district activity that
would demonstrate a strong linkage between state and, -local prac-
tice. These flndlngs are discussed in a brief Technlcal Note
furnished to the contracting agency.

.
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CHAPTER 9

‘NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS"PARTICIPAFION IN TITLE I~

I h Y
' - - . : . -t

GUIDING QUESTIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

" This chapter presents data from.the D1§tr1ct Pract1ces Study

on the part1c1patlon of\poﬁpubrlc students 1n the T1tle I program
B ¢
danu d1str1ct pract1ces regardlng the planning and operatlon of

wTatle I pICﬂects,fer’these students. These data are reported in

Jlight of legu? requirements and restrictions on serving such _
. . . . o~ ) [ '.-
students in, the Title I program, findings from earlier studies,
! 'J
[JP

_ diya from the TltLe I pr0gram off1ce, andﬂoverall public and-

nonpubllc enrollment trends. Some of the questlons that direct®d

-

the 1nqu1ry and h1gh11ghts of the f1nd1ngs are’ presedted below.
e Compared to public school students howy did the level
e of participation for nonpublic students 1n the. Title I
prggram change across t1me?

) , o \
- While the number of nonpubllc school students -
. receiving ‘Title I services increased by ‘4 percent, .
- between séhool years 1976-77 and 1979-80, the number
of public school students served by Titlé I rose by
8 6 percent dur1ng this period.

7/

- Taking into account shlfts in the total nonpubllc
. and. public enrollment over this perlod (1977-80),
. ©, . the nonpubllc ﬁﬁrt1c1patlon rate* in Title I -
. . . 1ncreased by 5.6 percent ‘while the' public ‘partici- -
patlon rate 1ncreased by 17.9 percent. .
) > IR | N,

- o

*Where “partlclpatlon rate" i defined as the percent of elemenr
tary and secondary enrollment (nonpubllc and public respectlvely)
part1c1pat1ng in the T1tle I program.
‘s . (R ]
I3 . < e -




. What demographic factors were associated’with the lefel

- There were 'significant differences across-Small, o

< .. . - .

of. nonpubllc part1c1pat10n in Tltle ; projects?

-

- Nonpubllc enrollment "in the T1tle I program was
hlthy correlated with overall nonpublic enrollment,
adjustlng for reglonab locatlon and urban1c1ty

~
medlum; and large distrigts in the percent ‘of - .
districts ‘with nonpublic students residing in T1tle

I attendance areas and the percent of d1str1cts" - s
serv1ng nonpubllc students. - .. :

How did the intensity and quality of Title 'I

- instruction for nonpublic 'students compare to' that

‘_recelved by their publlc school counterparts?

1

-  on- average“ nonpubllc scthl students speat
one-third less time receiving Title I instructions:
.per week than did their public school COunterparts.
- The average numbe of students‘ln'Tltle I classes
for nonpublic: stu ents was about one—thlrd less than
_thetaverage number in publlc Title'I classes. E : h

- The averaga pupil- to-instruetor. ratio -was qulte low
for both nonpublic and publlc school students ' «
(approxlmately 4 to 1). _ N - : L
Title I. 1nstructors teach1ng nonpublic students had,

on average, "the. same number of years, of teaching
experience a% those teaching public - .school Title I
'/ydents (apgroxlmately 5 years). - *

\

'Where did nonpubllc students recelve ‘their Tltre I

1nstruct10n? R

.- More than 85 percent of Ritle I districts served

nonpubllc students- at the nonpublit school they
attended.’ Only 2 percent served such students in
mobile vans; however, 16 percent of the dlstrlcts
'reported serving all or part of the partitipating
nonpubllc students in a public school. .

To what extent were the needs of nonpubllc studegts
taken into account in deslgnlng local Title I prOJects?

- Flfty—four percent of the nonpublic pr1nc1pals.
reported having some input into setting, student
selection criteria "and .procedures. Only about one-
quarter (27) felt they and any influence over which
subjects were -emphasized. Most nonpublic school

X
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& Tl
_folClalS 1nterv1ewed however, were satisfied with
the -services received by students in their schools. '

-~ _a '® -
. . -f'Almost three—fourthS-(72 percent) of the nonpubiic

- _principals Apterv1ewed favored the programs, focus" on
‘prov1d1ng extra ser v1ces\to students furthest behind

\ - in school. . B . ) . “
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INTRODUCTION

-

Both Titie I, ESEA and ChapterjI} | Jﬂ{uire that eligible'
-t nonpublid school students have cbmparabf: oot to and.receive
qennarable seruices_rron the pregram'as do ah“?::éublie séhoél
counterparts. ‘This chapter describes the paxikc;pation ?f
nonpublic students in the Titie IF;rogran and }ocal distrdct,
. ' ’ : o - “

practices in the design and‘administration of program services

for these students. : . S . v,

Follow1ng a br1ef d1scuss10ndpf the 1ega1 requiremen s for

.
& [

nonpublic schooL-students part1c1pat10n.1n Title I, a s mmary ‘of"

: S
prev1ous researdh on nonpubllc partlclpatlon, and some methodo-
\

uloglcal problems in stu\gylng T1t1e I serv1ce8 ﬁarovided to :‘xon—..

publls school students, this chapter presents thenfindings_of-thea.
‘brstrictﬂ?ractices Study in this area.. Firs;,'the'adcess of-

nonpubllc students to T1t1e I services is: examlned. Next, the :
1ntens1€¥kzqﬁallty, and 1ocat10n of thdse serv1ees is d1scussed.
F1na11y, the question og equal expendltures for publld and non—v'

. -

T .

public students in T1t1eﬁ; is_addressed. The chapter concludés
with a summary Sf £findings. - S L. '

X N , 5 S S e

~ SUMMARYax OF LEGAL REQUIREMENTS . L . ¢

— . . @

The 1978 Amendments to Title I of the Elementary and ’
I.vSecondary Educatlon Act of 1965 1nc1uded several new. prov1s10ns

R
to address the poss1b111ty that students in nohpubllc schools

L

were not rece1v1ng thelr fa1r share of program serv1ces. Suc—;“
- . “ . .
~. .cégsive 1egls1at10n in. 1981——Chapter l of the Eiucation Consoll—

-
e

4

v | l '-l‘ "' - “ \ - 292 A'
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dation and Impiovement Act—-contalns nearly 1dent1cal prov1s10ns
to those in the 1978 Amendments for serv1ng nonpubllc students. T

oth Jlaws requlre that thhln a district, educatlonally

deprlved children who attend nonpubllc schools and who llve ih ‘a’

Tltle I/Chapter 1 project area should have the.same opportun1ty

E v v

to recelvé“federally funded compensatory education serv1ces as
) -

their publxc school counterparts, even if such c 1ldren are
. >

attend1ng nonpubllc schools outs1de the prOJect area. ’Bcth-laWs

also prescrlbe that, within a d1str1ct, expendltures from these
: ] e
programs."shall be equal" for publlb dand nonjpablic ‘'school stu— .

—-—

dents, "taklng into account the number of such chlldren to be

"served and the special educatlonal'needs of such 'children™

§130(a) of Title I and,§$57(a) of Chapter l) Finally,wboth

©° . 4

- Y

laws stipulate that, 'if a state or distrlct is prohlbrted by law

or other rulyhgs from- senving eliglhle nonpubllc students in the

‘ .
program ‘or has substantlally falled to proV1de such servmces, the

U.S. Secretary of Educatlon may 1nvoke bypass procedures after

®

consultatlon with approprlatP publz/ and nonpubllc off1c1als. -

‘Under bypass prov151ons, an 1ndependent contractor prov1des

program serv1ces to nonpubllc students. . ' o ‘ v #

Title I regulations and proposed Chapter*d regulatlons
b

explicitly stipulateAthat: (1) program funds are to be used to .

méetfthe special educational needs Of educationally deﬁrived

~children in- nonpubllc schools r%fher than as general aid 1n these

schools; (2) in cz%ducting the ‘annual needs assessment, a school

d1str1ct must take into account the needs of ellgible students ir

nonpubllc schools- and k3) the public\school district should

(q T ‘ . ,?' ', %
R .. ._ . . :. - . . ". .
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1

.exercise adm1n1strat1ve dlgectlon and controlkpf the. program s

]
funds and property for nonpubllc students (§§201 80-201. 82 of

T1tle I regulatlons and Subpart F of 34 CFR Part 76 §3§

-

200070-200075 of proposed Chapterxlpregulations): .
- 5 T ) ) - g
PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS'°PARTICIPATION IN

~ TITLE 1 | o . .

\

,{ Both natlonal studles,of the ~-Title I program that prev1ously
1nvestlgated the part1c1pat10n‘of nonpubllc students were con-

,ducted in th school year before: the enactment of the leglsIatlve

reforms jin _the Educatlon Amendmentsdef 1978. The Sustaining

Effects Study looked only at Title I program in grades 1 through'

6. Its brief flndlngs on nonpubllc .services were derlved from a_'

.

representatdve survey of onlyvpubllc school offlcnals in 98 T1tle
I d1str1cts.; Although these data have 11m1tat10ns, they are

appropr1ate for comparlson w1th some -of the data collected in the -

r

District Practlces gtudy. T f- ’ _ .
FThe other nat10nal analysis of Title I services to nonpublic’

students was conducted'by Thomas Vitullo-Mart?n/for the Nationalz.

-,

Instituter of Educatlon s [NIE] Compensatory Educatlon Study. An

1nter1m, unpub llshéd report from “this substudv concluded that

- - i
Title I services for nonpub11c school students were substantlvely
1nfer10r to those rece1ved by publlc school students. For.

- ¥

example, the unpublished report stated that- : .
l . Tltle I classes’ are larger for nonpubllc-
school students. o o e . .
Nonpublic school studepts receive an average S
of 1 hour of Title I instruction per week (1 ' ’
- percent of the serv1ces glven public - - .
- participants). . . . Do .




The least qualified teachers--those with
lower degrees, less experience, and part-time.

status--are typically assigned to nonpublic e
school students (Vitullo-Martin, 1977, p. i)~ )

"NIE's final reports to_Congress, however, sc¢arcely meh-
tioned‘this substudy’s findings. ~oOnly one of the seven volumes .

from that study mentloned any substantiye flndldgs perta1n1ng to

-~ P

v nonpubllc students. Referring to the 1976 77 sch0ol year, NIE
» - )
reported that 116,218 nonpubllc school students recelved an
£

‘average of approximately one hour of Title I 1nst?ﬁct10n per week

Lo
and that only 43 percent of ‘Title I dlstchts w1th,nonpub11c
. sdhool students are prov1d1ng Title I serv1ces to any of these

pupils.' These f1nd1ngs led NIE to conclude that "[m]any school .
3.
d1str1cts apparently have d1ff1culty in dellverlng compensatory
A serv1ces to nonpubllc school chlldren (1977, p. 14). Y
P f_‘ . \

. METHODOLOGICAL ‘NOTES o : _' . ~

3

Partlcular attention is placed on the methodology of thls
. » X
study for“}nvestlgatlng nonpubllc school stddents part1c1patlon:'

Y«‘l

'in Tltle I because of the ikhherent d1ff1cult1es of researchlng
- a

nonpubllc schpol~students 1nvolvemeﬁt in Federal educatlon -

. . ' . ] -t .
- A

proérams”(see School Manggement Services, 198l1). The D1str1ct,
AR 4 ! . ) : '
Practlces Study used the following data collection strategies to

e

&
LY

2

) cross-valldate flndlngs'

;-- e -~ A mail questlonnalre sent to T1tle I D1rectors 1n o
] : over 2, 000 natlonally representatlve Title I districts..
e
® ‘Structured interviews ‘and document reviews in 100" -

‘nationally representatlve Title I districts , , '

-

e . In-depth gase studles in 20 speclally sele—ted Title I-
vd1str1cts C N
> Wt N . .
& foa ' : 4 _ ' .
- . \ ) B . \
. . ' > . 9-8 ‘ .\' s N ’ : M .
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e,

Lo~ Both publlc and nonpubllc school Pr1nc1p?ls, T1tle I

om .

teachers, and qggulal classroom teachers were 1nterv1ewed as part

of the 100 s1te v1s1ts td a natlonally representatlve sample of
districts. gnrlng these’ representatlve s;te v1s1ts, 94 pUbllC

LY T ‘ . . ’

“and ‘44 nonpublic regular clagsroom teachers .were interviewed} in’

addition, documentary andﬁinterviewldata were.collected:from
almost 300 distr®et-level p&blic?and nonpublic scheol officials
. . . . . ’ . o..‘\.

‘ ’

©

in these 100 sites.

- . .
[

Data from these sites were used to examine student selection
: s : . . - ' '
proCedures and“to.dompare theé services received by public,and

4
v .

nonpubllc students. ‘To obtain more indepth information about

- —

\apparent enhancements to and detractlons -from full part1c1patron

.- of nonpub11c school students in ‘Title I, 20 spec1ally selected
Title I d1str1cts were visited for ‘three days by exper1enced
two-person teams. These 'dfstricts were selected’ tomy1e1d-(1)

broad.geodraphical representationfh(é)ta range in size, (3) a
. . . ’ Y *

~variety of examples of effective nonpublic involvement, (4)

’ ) - .t . @ AN . . :
' problems with student participation, and (5) unigue approaches

e e

for involving nonpublic students. Nominations were received from.

' .o o - . » s :

* Title I program officials, state.Title I Coordinators, Techhical .
. . N N [4 )

Assistance Center' staffs: and nonpublic school organizations.*

<

[N . v . -

*Effectlve management strategles for enhancing nonpub11¢ schooI
student part1c1patlon in Chapter 1 programs will be the focus of
a report planned for publlcatlon by: Advanced Technology for the
.U.s. Department of Education in September 1983. J

- L

) ' o ) . 4 . i 9‘_9' 298 - _\“




NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS' ACCESS.TO TITLE 1 SERVICEQ

Districts Offerlng T1tle I Sefvices to Nonpubllc Students.

Natlonally, about 25 percent of thé Title I d1=tr1cts served

nonpublic students in the Title I program. . As mlght be expected,

one is more llkely to f1nd program services to- nonpubllc students

in larger districts than in small d1str1cts. ‘Only 17 percent of

@ ’

small Title_I districts  served nonéhblic students, whereas 44
: \

percent- of medium'districts and°68 percent of the large Title I;\

? - -

distficts served’ nonpubllc students. ] . T
- “ . ’~ . .
More importantly, districts of different size varied in the
_ i | T : . r .
percent that reported having nonpublic students residing in their

Title I attendance areas. Across'the country,‘45 percent 'of the
Title-I districts had-nonpublic_students‘residing'in Title T

L . . .
.atténdance areas.' However, 33 percent of small districts, 75

percent ‘of medium d1str1cts, and 87 percent of large d1str1cts
with T1tle I programs reported hav1ng nonpublic students l;ylng

‘- Ay

in Title I attendance areas. & .
Nationwidey fifty-six percent of the Title‘I districtst with
. o . _ R .
,nénpublic students residing in Title I attendance areas served

b

-

such students. égain, there were significant differences across

-,

‘diffenent sized districts. ‘Approximately one-half (49.7 percentl-'

~ . . . o - .
of small districts served nonpublic students; 59 perg of
" medium and 78 percent of the large drstricts with nbnpublic

P . - ”~ -

. S S N -

: *D1str1ct size is based on total district enrollment derivéed from
. Market Rata Retrleval File (revised 9/5/86) small = 1-2,499 ' - -
* students; medium = 2, 500 9,999 students, large = lO 000 or more..
students. ; o ' Y BRI

ey

. 3 \9
]

N
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students residing in Title I attendance areas served nonpublic
6 ' . . - .

students in the Titld I program. Even though these variances

were observed across different size d1str1cts. it is noteworthy

that even in large d1str1cts, over one—flfth (22 percent) of the

‘Title I d1str1cts w1th nonpubllc students re51d1ng in Title I

. )
attendance areas did not serve nonpublic students in the Title I,

program. It is also yorthunoting that the percent of Title 1
districts serving nonpublic students residing in Title I
attendance areas céclined from 59.percent to 56 percent between
1978 and 1982.*

A "Participation Rate" Context =

As indicated in Table 9-1, over 5 million students, or
nearly 11 percent of the total elementary and secondary enroll- -
ment in the United States, were enrolled in pr1vate elementary
and secondary schools during the school year 1979—80., The U.S. °
Depart//Bt of Education reported that 192,944 nonpubllc school
students, or about 3.8 percent of the total nonpublic enroll—

- '1- >
ment, were reoslv1ng Title I services in that school year. By

h

*During the 1976- 77 school year, NIE reported that 43 percent of
the. Title I districts with nonpublic students prdvided services
to any nonpublic students (1977, p. 15). It is important to
explain how this percentage differs from those reported .lere.

The District Practices Study asked whether districts with stu-.
dentsg living in Title I attendance areas but attending non-
public- schools provided Title I services to nonpublic students.
About 56 percent of these districts did prov1de such services.
The NIE study may have' included districts that did have nonpublic
students who lived in a Title I district, but who did not reside
in a Title I attendance area. Thls would have lowered their
estimated percentage of districts’ of fering such services.” Conse-
quently, it cannot be concluded that there has been a substantial
increase in the proportion of districts serving ellglble nonpub-
lic students. [ . . b

t
-
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Y

comparison, 12.5 percent of, the almost 41 million public ele—
7 s

mentar;;and secondary students were participating in the T1t1e I
.program that year. ] &
Comparlsons between 1976 and 1979 of pub11c and nonpubllc

school student part1c1pat10n rates in the T1t1e I program

indicate that public school students' access to Title I services -
increased much more rapidly during this period than.did nonpubiic'
students" access te the progrem. Tabte 9-2 reveals tnat, in the
1976-77 scnool year,’10.6 percent -of all elementary and secondary
‘ students in pub}ic schools participated in Title i.*‘By the = ;
. ‘ . N

.1979—80'sch991 yeer,'the public school student participation raté

jumped to 12.5 percent, an increase of almost’ 18 percent over

Y

.thls four—year perlod. In comparison, tie‘nonpublic'Student'

part1c1pat10n rate grew by less than 6 percent over’ thls same
"h

- time perlod. Slmllarly, while the number of nonpubllc Title I

‘studepts 1ncreaqed by 4 percent from 1976- 79, this growth rate
}
was less than half of the 1ncreased growth rate for public school

.

students (8.6 percent’). ; -
These national trends, however, mask significant differ- " '

ences for nonpublic students' enrﬁiiments across geographic a
_Fregions and for urban and rural districts. Title I nonpublic

-

enrollments were strongly@correlated with overall nonpublic '¥
enrollment along these dimensions.* - For example, in North~ - -

-

'eestern central city districts, more than 20 percent of all - »j

*Correlatlon coefficients of .77 along the urban1c1ty dimension.
and .94 along the regional dimension were~both statlstlcally
significant at p<.0l.
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1 ,
: | TABLE 9-1 : o
TOTAL TATIONAL ENROLLMENT IN ELEMENTARY/SECONDARY' GRADES
AND TITLE I PARTICIPATION BY PUBLIC/NONPUBLIC SECTORS
FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1979-80
T
a Enrollment in Percent Enfollmqnt in  Percent of Percent of
. Elementary/Secondary —of Total  ; Title I ~ TtleI - Total El/Sec
; Schools (1979-80)* Entollment . 31979-80)** Participants  in Title I
Public - 40,949,000 /8.1 509,51 o da 12,5
Nonpublic 5,028,865 /~ - 10.9 192,944 . - 3.6° . 3.8
J ' ! o : g ; ‘
45,977,9657 - 100.0 5,252,515 - 100.0
/ ,
‘ .
¢

<[

. *Source: NCES, "A Comparison of Selected Characteristics of Private and Public Schools,"
- mimecgraphed, 1982, p. 7, While NCES data are viewed to be the most accurate and current

~ information on nonpublic schools in the United States, there may be some reasons to sus-
pect data collection biases which could result in underestimates for nonpubllc partlclpa-

| tlon flgures (Cooper, 1982),

L **Source: U.S., Department of Education tables in "1980 Berformance Reports, reqular
school term, excliding children in local institutions for. the neglected or dellnquent.

A ruitoxt provided by exic [N . .
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o ' > TABLE 9-2-
NATIONAL, CROSS-TIME PARTICIPATION RATES FOR

ONPUBLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS IN THE
fo TITLE I PROGRAM:

-

. . -
.z ] . .
_ \ | ,.01976-77 - 1979-80 °  Change
. '__ - ‘ ¢
Number of' nonpublic ' i .
+ Title I participants¥*, + 185,539 192,994 B 43 +
; . - D oo
Number of nonpublic s R ‘
. elementary/secondary e . . -
. students: . %, 5,166,858%* 5,028, 865%%* S 2.7% -
Percent Of elemen- —"
- tary/secondary
-»nonpublic students in : .
», Title I (participation- . ' PR
rate) , 3.6% - 3.8% ’ 5.6% +
Number of ﬁhblic ' : : o
Title I participants* . 4,692,098 . 5,099,571 8.6% +
,yNumbér of public .
-elementary/secon- '
dary students ' 44,317,000** - 40,949,000%** ' 7.6% -
E / . *
_ , , {
Particip&%ion rate:
. percent of elemen-. : .
* t®ry/secondary : ' o~ -
s public students in . - v : ,
Title I _ 10.6 12.5 17.9%+
) ‘ . ,
~

*source: U.S: Departmept of Education tables in "1977 Perfor-
mance Reports" and "1980 Performance Reports," regular school
term, excluding /children in local institutions for the neglected
or delinquent. C : : . )

**Source: NCES, Private Schools‘ih American Educatiod; q981.

a . - ) ""‘
***Source: NCES, JA Comparison of Selected Characteristics of
Private and Public Schools," mimeographed, June 1982.

LS
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°;
students attended private schools, whereas *in Western nonmetro-
'} R . N . )

. 5 . Q . .
politan districts, less than 3 percent of all elementary and

secondary stﬁdﬁnts'were enrolled in private.schools. Similar

.

differences were evident 1n nonpu'lic studént part1c1pation 1n'

- [

Title I. That is, 1nnNoitheastern central cities, llu5 percent

" of the Title I students were in nonpublic schools, whereas in
’ .z L E "e . ’
‘Southern and Wéstern‘areas, only 1. 5 percent of the Title I

participants attended nonpublic schools. (See Table 9—3.)

¢ -
) t

Selection of Nonpublic School'Students

Both ‘Title I, ESEA and Chapter 1,. ECIA stipulate that)
. within a district, e ucationally'deprived children residing in
> <y St ] , )
eligible attendance areas should have the same opportunity to

. 4 < ‘ . . .
participate‘in the program whether they attend public or non-
' . ¢

: oublic‘schools. Thus, the DPS asked Title I Direbtors hew they

determined whether nonpublic ‘'schools within their districts had
students living in Titlé’I areas. Specific questions 1nc1uded
" how they determined which nonpublic schools to contact, in whatj

manner the contact was made," and how nonpubllc students were
. - -~
chosen to receive the Title I services. Thequere also asked

whether these progedures had changes over the last three years.

: . Y
Almost oneffifth of the Title I Directors in districts

serving nonpublic students said they contacted\only the nonpublic

schools located within Title I 'attendance areas; an equal -per-

centage contacted all the nonpublic schogls within the distriSt
.. 6 _
boundaries, usually because the distri¢t makes use of the no wide

variance provision (S e Table 9-4). Fifteen percent of the.Titlf/
. ‘ . &

?

r
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TABLE 9-3

: , . U C e S
PERCENT. OF NONPUBLIC, ELEMENTARY/SECONDARY ENROLLMENT BY REGION AND
METROPOLITAN STATUS: ' TOTAL AND ‘TITLE I ENROLLMENTS .

./

. Northeast-

0.

.- North Central.

Nonpublic: Nonpublic: Nonpublic lNonpublfb

Enroll--
ment as

a Percent Percent

Title I
as a

" Central

city

Urbah

+ fringe

» Nenmetro-

politan . -

" Regional

average

.4

©20.3

« 11.5

10.3 7 8.3
7.1 4.5
1215 ;9.7 '

Enroll-
ment as

Title I
as.a

s South

anpublic Nénpdblic

Enroll-

" ment as

Title I
as .a

\ ‘
West
—_—

Nonpublic N

Enroll-

ment as

onpublic
Title I~
as a & -

a Pgrcent ‘_Pércent a Percent_ Percent a Percent 'Percént,

a

" 17.3

_l2.5

6.1

11.5

’

6.8
5.0
4.5

5.8

.

12.4 2.0
’
1 9-4?.‘ '13-3
4,2 ' 1.5
* . 7.8 1.9

14.0
7.1
2.8

7.9

1.5

3.3

*Source: NCES, Conditions of Education: 1981 Edition, p. 62, school year 1979-80.

‘#*Source: Title I District Practicés Study, 1

[

a
S

981-82- school year. .
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' TABLE 9-4 : '

' .
I
¢ - \

PROCEDURES USED BY TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO DETBRMINE
WHESHER NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS HAD STUDENTS WHO LIVED ¢
- - . . IN TITLE I SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS .

. . : ~ Percent of Percent of

' . \ \ Districts Districts
. Je , S ~ Reporting Reporting
- , T a : ' Use of this Use of tth
. . SRS : '\\ Procedure Procedure
‘o - e/ 1978-79 1981-82
- . | oy ] : ‘ B
. Questionnaire was sent to al§ nonpublic E ' ' A
< .
schools located in or near the dlstrlct 13* /) " 13*
Questlonnalre was?sent to all nonpubllc : :
+ schools 1oca§?d in thls district" ) 18 - > '18
: Questlonnalr was sent to all nonpubrlc

schools in Title T attendance areas in “w.
th1s district - _— . . 9 .9

Questlonnalre was .sent to. only those - ,

schools where there werekthought to be i -

T1t1e I eligible students$ g o -3 7 3-
AN “_\r ;.l . )

Phéne ‘calls were made to all nonpubllc . _

schools located in or near this dlstrlct 10 . 10+~

Phone calis were made to all nonpubllc ‘ L
_ schools located 1ngTit1e I attendance R _ .
areas\ln this dlstrlct' ; 7 - 8 U

Contacts were made to a11 nonpublic
schools located in T1t1e I attendance g .

areaSrin this d1str1ct 7 o ) 8
Contacks were made with dlocesan or | ‘&J -
centra1 office of nonpublic schools _ :
in thls‘dlstrlct . _ 16 l6 *
Informationlwas used "from existing files 22 . 21 -
. P s ’ ) ’
. Other procedures : . .10 R B
; _ Coo | , - ) o R
_— : : L .- ' - (445)** . (445)
. : : e ,

14

_*Perceptages in this column do not total to 100 percent s1nce
‘-more-than one response to the questlon was permltted.

L4 w N
**Number in parentheses below line in thls and all subsequent

‘tables 1s the number of respondents to thls item.’

Q T R - 9717 qqnnR
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' "I Directors used a list or directory of nonpublic schools,

° ~ LN ]
{

often compiled by the state educational agency [SEA], to .o

©

- determine which schoold.tc contact. Anothcﬁ,;l.s percent reported

that nonpublic schools With eligible Title",I students initiated
\ a _’ ) ] o P -

contact with the district. \
) * _— : . o o
Of the districts offering Title I services to nonpublic‘

e

‘ ' oy &

students, 34, perdent repd?ted using multiple methods to contact

“nonpubj}ic schools. . These included telephone, written, and

.y
+

in-person contacts (Vis te or meetings).s Most of ' the Title I

1 .

Directors (54 percent) reported using only one of ‘the prev1ously

mentioned means of contact, with correspondence being the most
‘ 4 PR .
freqqently used method (30 percent) . Other ﬁeported means’ of = %

contact’ were sending an annual . survey to npnpublic offic1als and
& ' :
publishing information about Title I in local newspapers. »

. In most (74 percent) of these districts, the nonpublic

school proVided a list of studehts and/or'éddresses, and the
di§trict either determined student eligibility or cross -checked
dec1sions made by nonpublic officials. In'21 percent of the
. districts‘ nonpublic offic1als determined which nonpublic |
students resided in Title I attendance areas. Most districts (95.
percent) reported ho change in\fhp last three .years in their
"'wmocedures_for determining whether nonpublic schools had students ..
‘who lived in Title I attendance areas.
Eﬁstricts were also asked'about_their procedures for
selecting nonpublic fitle I students.. Fiftyﬁone percent reported

that they used only standardized tests results for both public
- o o . é’




° i & -

-
. -

and nonpuplic scnool students. Th:s is a decllne from the 65
percent response to a s1m11ar questlon 1n‘the Sustalnlng Effects
Study (Wang, 197ét‘p. 212). . Other factors, in\descending order,‘
S mentloned by the other d1str1cts 1ncluded teacher- Judgment (62
g percent), prev1ous;part1c1pat10n 1n&tne.T1tle I program (45 ‘-,
pe;;ent), limited- Engllsh proficiency (37 perdent), hand1capp1ng

-

conditionS*(26 percent), and' a student's potentlal for sudcess

~

- LY

(22 percent) * ﬂ - v e B oot
| - 2

In interviews, over half (53 percent) of the T1tle I

-,

‘qdrectors indicated they used.the same standardized tests and .

cutoff scores or criteria for both'public'and*nbnpublic school '

- - L3N

: %
students. Seven}een percent of these D1rectors reported that the

'nonpubllc sd‘pol students were tested w1th different standardlzed'
'achievement measures and the remaining Directprs ré!hrted some-
what,different’prqcedures fgr selecting. students for testiné or
weighing ofufactors for_selecting nonpubiic school students;
?These Title I Directors'were also asked to describe the
procedures used to assess the needs of students in nonpublic
' schools.. Slxty—one percent of the Directors said- that they used
the s;me’process for\publlc and nonpubllc students, 23 percent )
"reported an essentially dlfferent needs assessment process for
.nonpublic students, and the_remaining Directérs indicated a
similar,“but not identical, needs?assessment process (e.g.,

>

common criteria but different procedures) .

Al

*Percentages total to more than 100 percent since more than one
response to the question was permitted. ‘
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The D1str1ct Pract1ces Study wantied to discern why ellglble

\..

nonpubllc students were not b ing served~1n }ocal school district

o Title‘I_programs. To*answer th‘s questlon, attempts were_made: at’

-

- the 20 case study sites t® 1hterv1ew.at'least_one Principal:ofla

¢ .. . L

nonéuplic school in'a high poverty area but with ‘'no students R
particibating in the Title I program;'.The results of-these

inquiries, however, were inconclusive. Sixty-three oercent of
the nonPUblic.Prfncipals Qithout Title‘& seryed‘students'in the -+

1981-82 school year who were rnterv1ewed d1d have students part1-

ta
»

cipating in prev1ous years. Most, of these “Principals expressed
satrsfactlon with the serv1ces their prev1ously Title I eligiole
studentsvhad receiued'and hoped.to.regain.services in suhsequenf'
years for elicible students. These students had lost their :;i;.
gibility because of demographic.shifts within the'district or .

.because they d1d not meet the low-achievement cr1ter1a dur1ng the
- .1981-82 school year. Independint schools, even "in poverty areas,‘
often‘had admissions standards “that resulted in selection of oﬁlyi
highfachieJ%ng~students,and’thus had fey; if any, Title I eligi-

-

ble students. -

Only 7 of the 20 case studies found.nonéuhlicJPrincipals Qho :
had decided not to accept Title I sery;ces or had not been ,.
informed of these services py_public school officials. 'Thensix
'Princioals-who rejected Title I.seryices hased'their decfsionégn"’
reasons ranglng from ‘the beliefs of the1r denomlnatlons to the
perception that the quantlty or quallty of Tltle I serv1ces dld

not justlfy the'assoclated adm1n1strat1ve encumbrances. One

’

. em0309 -
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administrator of a Baptist- ported school, for example, ex- L

pressed_his apprehen5ion abput pﬁblic funds for private schools
whenihe conjectured; "I_donft belieVe the“Government is capablew

) . S e . T o
of giving money without telling you. how to operate your busi-
. : . : *

A4
N

ness." Even in this small sample of sixaPringipals,'the:concern
P ' S | | .« -
about "strings$" associated with accepting public funds was a
. ) ~ . . -
persistent theme. One Catholic Prinpgipal recalled that she had
-1 4

once, accepted Federal ‘funds for‘tegtbooks and the next year' she
- s

‘had to “report the number'of mihority éeaqhers and‘&hecsex of

: * : v
children on sports ;eams.t. Another  Catholic Principal in a large

urban district refused Title I. funds because of his reserVation

about ‘the pcdogogical merits of the pullout design ' required by

Tgtle I." He also did*'not have the\gdministrative«stafﬁ to

‘4

process the paperwork and believed that Title I teachers required

)
. more superVision than the regular teachers in his school-

-

TITLE I SERVICES fb‘NoNPUBLIc séHOOL STUDENTS: WITHIN-DISTRICé °
. COMPARISONS TO SERVICES. RECEIVED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS

Some Methodological Considerations , - t

ln order to<pbtain descriptions of Title_I'seruices‘to
bnonpubliq students which take into account:khe within-district
comparative'standard established in Title I and Chapter 1 |
legislations interview and documentary data were collected from

Y -~

both public and nonpublic school officials in 47 Sltes in a R
%

representative sample and 20 specially selected districts. For

' * 3. :

.

~ -

"« *The .Title I legal ,framework did not require the use of a pullout
design although some districts required the use 'of this. approach
for all Title I Programs. .

O
I
N
=

»
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analyses w1th1n d1str1cts, data reported by nonpubllc PfflClals

on serv1ces to nonpub11c T1t1e I students were compared to

e

SLmrlar data collected{from public school off;cla;s on- services

‘ to public school students.i.

‘The readerx,’ however, shou1d be cautloned agalnst str1ct1y
. . -
1nterpret1ng ‘these comparlsons as representlng natlonal trends
“ "

for at least three reasons. F1rst,\a1though the representatlve
e : : b

//»' ”

site visits were composed of nationally representative districts,
B c - , o Y

only 454of these districts offered services to nonpubl%g school-

students.' Second, while the sample was selected”to offer a

~—

natlonally representatlve portrayal of local T1t1e I district

'-practlces, %e subsample‘of these d1strlcts offering serv1ces to

nonpubllc students may not have been entirely representatlve\of

the d1str1cts offerlng T1tﬁe I services -to such students s1nce
| | . N . - N

. this subsagple was not drawn from the un1verse of districts

sQrV1ng nonpublic students. Third, per%ons 1nterv1ewed in the d

nonpublit. schools were not selected randomly. Cons1deratlons

v

:sﬁﬁh as staff availabiliﬁy and dependence’on public school

: ¢ . R .
officdials to make contacts with ndnpublic schogls precluded a ~

random selection of nonpublic school officidls.

»t

Summary of Findings

-In assessmng the T1t1e I servucesQrecelved by nonpub11c

- L~

sgudents, 1t is - important to remember that the T1t1e I legis-

'1atlon requ1red dlstrlcts to take 1nto account - the spec1a1

educatlonal needs bof nonpub11c school thlggen. The House Report
accompanylng the 1978 Title. I Amendments expressed the view that

these needs couldxbe qu1te different_ from those of pub11c school

311 ‘

-
a
— by

9-22"




\\ .

\ .
children (H.R. Rep. 1137, 95th Cong. 24 sﬁss‘, p. 32 (1978). 1In
practice, however, Title I Directors reported that patterns of
’instructiOnal services‘rarelx differed_within a district for
nonpublic and puhlic school students "in terms.of grade levels
served, subjectS'offered, or deliVery model used (inclass vs.
bullout). Only 9 percent of the’mail qnestionnaire districts

offering services to nonpublic school students reported any such

differences. Case‘stndy data suggést that when services dif-
:fered, suig differences were often attributable to constitutional
considerations or other organizational factors. For instance(
the presence of religious symbols in regular nonpublic classrooms
"resulted.in the use of only .a pullont design for nonpubiic school
students in one district, even though an inclass approach was
used for most of its.public school students. Another district's
nonpubiic;school stndents did not receive Titleii math services
because its Title I math curriculum did not match that of the '+

Catholic schools attended by Title X eligible students. When -

-grade level differences were observed, they normalliy reflected

the dgrade level groupings of each sector.

Intensity of Services . .

’Three factors'were used to compare, within districts, the
intensity of Title I services for nonpublic and public school
students: amount of weekly services,_ciass~size, and, pupii-to-

- instructor ratio. Nonpublic school students received,2.63.hours.
of Title I instruction per week, on'average; Tneir public school

counLerparts,-on the other hand, spent an average of 4.0 hours a

week in Title I (see Table 9-5). Nonpublic students, then, spent

' 190
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one-third less time receiving Title T services‘than~thefr éublic
school counterparts during awtypical week. The case stddy‘data"
suggest that'two‘factors most ofteh lead to less’time'ih.Title I
for nonpublic studedts: ,(15 shorter class periods‘in’nOnpublic
schools, especially in those having religion classesi‘and (2)\the
instructional time lost when the itioerant nonpubiic}TitiemI
instructors:traveled between schools'during'a'class'day.

‘ mhe average number of students in-nonpublic Title I classes
was 6.4 compared to 9.8.in: publlc schools. The smaller Title I 4[
class size 1; nonpublic schools (34 percent smaller), however,
-should he V1e%ad in light of.dlfferentlal staffing patterns

observed in public and nohpublic Title I classrooms.

Quallty of Serv1ces

Publlc Title I classes were often staffed with a certified
teacheriagd an aide. Since stafflng patterps were often deter-
mined by the number of .eligible Title I students at a school,ﬁ
most nonpublic Title I"schools qualified for only one part-time
or full-time teacher. “Fhe pdpil—to—iostructor.ratio was quite
low for both ptblic (4.5 to 1) and nonpubiic (3.8 to 1) Title I
classes.

The Title I instructors'assigned to teach.nonpublic school
stddepts and those teaching public school students had taught, on
average, the same number of years in the Title.I program, 5.5
years. These Title I instructors were most likeIY‘to be certi-
fied teachers than instructional aides for both nonpublic and |

<!

public school students; however, nonpubllc school students were

i
e

-

;l
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even more likely to have been taught by a certified'teacher c

rather than a instructiohal aide (see Table 9-5). A common

. o . . . A . 3
finding of case studies.was that, since there was less oppor-

: i
tunlty for publlc officials ‘to superv1se 1nstructors in the

nonpubllc Title I ¢lasses, certified teachers were preferable for
. . . " - : »
ensuring quality 1nstructaon. o . .

Most Prlnclpals in both publlc and nonpubllc schools were

satlsfled w1th the Title I. 1nstruct10na1 staff\Norklng in their

- o©

-bulldlngs (see Table 9-5). More qonpubllc school Principals,

H

however, regiSterea some discontent over their present Title I

.
staff than did public school Principals (16 percent vs. 7 per-

4

cent).

°
- . -

1

The prevalence of the pullout désign for Title.I ifnstruction
can create the .potential for. scheduling and other logisticai pro-

blems forkﬁhe regular classrooq teacher. Aimost one—fourth of
the pubiic school classroom teachers reportedvsuch pro?lems: 20
percentAof the nonpﬁblic teachers registereo similar complaints.
The ciassroom teachers in the. nonpublic school reporteo
meeting slightly ﬁore frequentiy wrth the Title I instncctors
than did their public schooi counterparts. For.example,'70
percent of the nonpubllc Title. I instructors vs. 59 percent of
- the publlc Title' I teachcrs reporteé-mbetlng at least once every/
other week. Such interactions were.usually informal. Their ‘

of nonpubllc schools and the greater homogeneity of staff in

these schools.

oos 314
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TABLE 9-5

.

TITLE I SERVICES TO NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS
[ < » ‘ oo .

Weekly Amount of Title I Instruction (Title I instructors--for

puplic school students (87); for nonpublic school students (38))*

X Length of

Title I Class . X No. .
- Period in ‘ - TimesA Minutes/ . . Hours/
Minutes . - Week | Week ' Week
Public = 52 4.6 = 239.2 = . 3.99
Nonpublic 37.5 4.2 = 157.5 = -. 2.63

Class Size and Pupil-to-Instructor Ratio (Title I instructors--

for public school studentsATBQ), for nonpubllc school students’
" (38)) ~‘.“ .

v’

What 1s’the average numﬁer of students served in a T1t1e I
class? *

\ pué‘“c X .=9.8 N -

. e .. . ) /
Nonpublic X = 6.4 ,‘ S . ]

on average,*how many T1t1e I staff members work with Title I

‘students? N . . h

Public h N NonEublic
X Number of teachers ‘ S 1.2 , 1.1 )
é . . S
X Number of aldes o . 1.0 " .6

Instructor Experlenges and Qualifications (T1t1e I instructor--

¢ for public school students (90), for nonpublic school students -~
(38)) O B

. . . . L .q
. How long, have yod_Worked in Title I?

.

Public X ( 5 5 years : , : &

-~

Nonpubllc x-=*5 5 Years

. . . . .
P - -

*The category and number of respondents are 1nd1cated within the
parentheses. Public school officials provided data for puhllc
school students; nonpubl}c schoul officials or Title I instruc-. .
tors teaching nonpubllc students usually prov1ded information on
nonpublic students serV1cea‘l

i E . [N ¢

¢ ~

' ' , C
T
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" TABLE 9-5 (cont.)

From whom'do most students receive thelr Title I instruc-
tion?* <

: : Percent of Percent of

. . regular class- regular class-
' C room teachers “FYoom teachers
\ . _ for public for ‘nonpublic

school students: school students

’ . Certified teacher - . 70 - 77
. -4 ’ . 7Y
“Teaching aide/other 30 o 23
- | 2 - (89)* , (43)
. Does this school, have the kind 'of Title I instructors you’
want? : ' , '
- Percent of Percent of . 3
Cf . public school nonpublic school
: ' Principals . Principals
Yes - . .92 . 84
: . :
No . 7 16
> o (94) - (43)
A : 7 -
‘Coordlnatlon of Title I Instruction w1th the Regular School
Currlculum - . : '
. ' ’ e

bid you'have‘any problem in teaching the Title I students or
- the rest of the class becausé of the way Title I 1nstruct10n was
arranged. (i.e., scheduling, locatlon)?

Percent of Pefcent'of
12 classroom classroom
' teachers for . teachers for
n Tpub§&§ school nonpublic- school
' students’ ' - students.
Yes | 24 20
No -7 . 76 .. 81 -
. . €
_ . (85) : (41)

2
2

~ . -

*N for each response is in parenthesis.
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TABLE 9-5 (cont.) = '

L4
°

X On average, how often do you meet with the regularAclassroom :
teacher to coordinate instruction? : . :

-

f4
4

Percent of “ -+ Percent of
B|itle I : Title I
: instructors instructors
) - ’ for public for public

school students school students

. g | _ ]
Daily . = | 17 | 22
. : b : o T
Once or twice a week . 42 o 48
Once or twice a month 22 .19
Less than every other ' 9 5
N \ month )
—— —— -y
: - (88)* .(38)
i _ ) ‘
¥
4 , )
"

N N . J N ..
ef .

*N for each response ié'in.pafentheses.
‘ " .
‘ 9-28
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Location of Sérvicés _ _
+  Both the Sustaining‘Et;eE&s Study (school year 1976%~77) and

"the District Practices Stfdy (school year 1981-82) asked dis-

trict—-level Titlé I‘officials abont the location of Title I
instruction for'nonpublic school students. Differences between

- “these two studies in'sample design:. (i.e., grades 1-6 for SES VSv.
?re K?l2 for DPS) and. response categories, as_well_as small

sample sizes, precludejdefinitive generalization about. cross-time

o o

trends; however, it is worth comparing'the data from these tuo_
’ ) .. . 5 St ’

studies. = - ; B _ : : -

Y

As indicated in Table. 9-6 91 percent of the Title I dis-

w
[

tricts in the SES sample reported’ serv1ng nonpublic school stu-
dents at a nonpublic sbhool- only 83 percent of the DPS mail'

questionnaire districts reported serv1ng nonpublic students in

'nonpublic schools. On.the.other hand, only 10 percent of the“- ’ .
districts in the SES sample indicated providing services to = : ,
Title I nonpublic students in public schools;in.comparison to 16

1}

percent of the distrﬂ!ts in the DPS sample. &

~

In approx1mately 22 percent of the districts in the DPS mail
questionnaire sample, some portion of the\nonpublic students
Jreceived'their Title I instrucq@on?at a.place other than the
. nonpublic schools they attended during the regular school year.
;The alternative site was most frequently the public school " but
..this public school site was-usually used for nonpublic studentsﬂw

receipt of remedial’ summer school 1nstruction. In at least four

states, however, at least ha}f of the Title I dlstricts served

!
’

N .
- - . . ?
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TABLE 9-6
SITE OF DISTRICT DELIVERY OF TITLE I, SERVICES

TO NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS: A COMPARISON OF DATA FROM
THE SUSTAINING EEFECTS AND DISTRICT PRACTICES - STUDIES

Percehtsgf Districts*

-~

; o SES (1976-77)** .pps (1981-82)¢
At nonpublic schools 91 o 83
At public schools + ~ = 10 | : 16
In mobile vans . : 3 ' . . 2
, At neutral sites ‘ : - _ .4
. . . . o - - %
Other . ' -—? : 3 | ) - 0 7
\ (o8 (114)
. I
¢ ’ \ ) 8 i '
*Percentages do not_to%al‘to 100 percent since more than one
response to the.question was permitted. : <

**Source: Wang, Ming-mei, et al.. "Table 3-31: Site of District
Delivery of Services to Students Attending  Non-public schools
(Based ‘on 98 Titlé I Districts), The Nature and Recipients of
Compensatory Education, Report #5, Sustaining Effects Study "
(santa Monica, CA: System Development Corporation), 1978, p. 68.
The SES study used the site catégories of "At ‘non-public' school,"
"Public elementary-school," "Mobile facility," and "Site other
than school including community center." = . : .

. t - -
. e ’ . .
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. nonﬂhblic Title I studeﬁts in the publlc school during the reg-

“.ular schoQl term. This'was usually motivated by constitutions,

. L . ‘
laws, or legal interpretations that prohih}ted public school

staff_from.teaching_in the. nonpublic schools.:

)

N

..Districts rarely used neutral sites or mobile vans to accom-

modate these state-imposed restrictions; Nationwide, four,per—:
cent of the districts servedwat least.some of their noppublic

\
T1tle I students at neutral sites and even fewgr dlstrlcts (two

percent) used moblle vans. o .
. - . e : ‘
. - 'In discussing where nonpublic'school students received

TLtle I serv1ces,_special attention must be'paid to Missouri and -
%
- Virginia, wh1ch served most nonpubllc school ch11dren in Title I
. R . . - /
programs under the bypass provision. In these two states) local

districts are effectively'érohibited from Serving eligible non-
publlc students because of state constltutlonal prdhlbltlons.
Qhus, Title I services were‘prov1ded through an 1ndependent con- .
tractor in each of these states rather than;through local school

districtSu

According to U.S. Department of Education figures, 3,452 -

students in V1rg1n1a received T1tle I serv1ces in the 1979~ 80.

~

school year, repre ent1ng 2 2 percent of the total Title I -

‘

nonpubl c school students (ED, 1982). Nationwide,*3.6 percent«of

all T1tle I students were enrolled 1n nonpubllc schools durlng“
“‘that school year.: Missouri's percent_of nonpubl1c Tltle I stu- f

dents (3.9 percent) was slightly above this national.average,nw

‘ ’ °
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whereas Virginia's less thanhone percent.(.7‘percent)"was sig-
'nlficantlf lower than'the national ayerage.,
' o Several factors contributed to the lower number and per-
'centageiof nonpublic Title I students in Virginia. The total
priuate elementary/secondary'enrollment in Missouri was 40 per-
cent largergthan_in Virginia in 1980'(130,302 vs. 76,084) even
khough total elementary/secondary enrollments (puhlic and pri—
vate) in these two states were roughly. comparable (974, 950 vS.
lf086,455, féspectlvely). 'In addltlon, while over three- -
cuarters (76.1 percent)“of the elementary/secondary;private'
"school students in Mlssourl "attended Catholic. schools, less'than
one-th1rd (30 3. percent) of V1rgln1a 8 nonpubllc elementary/
secondary students were enrolled 1n Cathollc schools (NCES, 1982“
, pp. 7 and 8). A preponderance of Vlrglnla 8 nonpublkp studentsjvs
attended e1ther rellglously affiliated Jchools with pollc1es of -
not accepting Federal fundsgand or nonafflllated prlvate schools’
) selecting'students with average or above average academic |

achievement. = -~ . . ;\\<" ’ ' ,

‘According to U.S. Department of Educatlon data, nonpubllc A

. Ay

* school student enrollment in the T1tle I program 1ncn§ased 26
percent between school ‘years 1976 =77 and_I979—80 Dur1ng the
same four—year period, V1rgln1a ] nonpubllc school student !

enrollment jumped from 35 to 734 students. Natlonal nonpub11c~~"‘.

school stud nt enrollment 1n T1tle I 1ncreased only by 4 percent

‘during

;s P rlod (ED, 1982)
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THE QUESTION OF "EQUAL EXPENDITURES" . ?

"Both Title I and .Chapter 1 require that a district's Title I

expenditure for‘eligible nonpublic students "shall be equal“ to
. _
o ‘ s : o
that received by their public school counterparts, taking: into

account the, number of eligible children and their special edu?

cational nee

>
.

Neither: law nor regulatioﬁs, however, require that districts
record or reoort per pupil espenditures or'disaggregate expendi-
tures according'to‘public and nonpublic.enrollments. Thus,'ber—
pupil exoenditure data ar® difficolt to collect ffo@ districts}
'\‘Even Wﬁen availeble) such figures are_ditficult to'interpret,-in

- patt.beoause districts use.widely varying accounting methods and
costing assumotions.due to variaqces of cost-of-living standards.
Breaking down pe}.pupil estimates lnto public and nonpublic éer
pupil expenditures further confodnds analyses edd-interpfeta;
tions. | | | |

GiVen‘the'emphasis of thenTitle I and Chapter 1 reqdinements
on oer pupil expenditures; bot'conslderi?g tpe attendant metho-
dological problems, the.DPs attempted to collect per pupil
expenditure estimates for public and nonéublic students'only at
20 case study_sites. Thus, from‘the start these budget data
lﬁkely reflected the biases associated with the hominatioh.cri—

.

teria (dlscussed in the methodology sectlon of this chapter).

Expendlture data were obtalned from 16 of the 20, d1str1cts.

However, the methods used to derive these estlmates varied

widely. Three of these districts kept detalled, separate records

- .




for their publlc and nonpubllc expenditures. Even in these’

districts, no attempt had been made to determine overhead .costs

. such as the preparatlon of the. budget, application, and evalu-

atlon for public and nonpub11c school stud/nts. Most d1str1ctq,

w1thout these separate publlc and nonpubllc accounts derived

_est1mates through various expend1ture models. Still others made

N
only "best guess est1mates " Thus, the data should be inter-

preted cautlously.

‘The data, despite their limitatiOnsﬂeresult from'a.system-

.,atic;prodess to collect participation and expenditure data for

',public and nonpublic comparisons within districts; Table 9-7 -

~ for nonpublic students.

portrays the d%verse patterns of part1c1patlonoand fund1ng of

L]

nonpub11c students. To protect the dlstrlct s 1dent1ty, d1str1ct

names are not presentedv however, a three—part descriptor 1dent1—-

e

f1es the d1str1ct by its geographlcal region, metropolltan )

status, and total enrollment. The districts are ranked by the

ratio of nonpubllc to public per pupil expendlture within a dls-

trict (Column.VIII). An estimated value of 1.0 for this factor

~would indicate parity between nonpublic andbpublic expenditures-u

less than 1.0, a lower est1mate for: nonpubllc per pupll expendl—

tures; greater than 1.0, a hlgher per phpll expend1ture -estimate

.-

o :

i

- *Upon completlon of a pre11m1nary analys1s of the part1c1pant and
.expendlture data from- these sites, follow-up phone calls were

made to some of the visited sites to che particularly hlgh or
low estimates of per pupil expenditure.

1

s . SR
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Table 9-7 (cont.). 25 | 3% o |83t | Se e85 | =5 &%
- vS o a2 e 1235 | =59 | < S8 |l
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N Qs ud | Eda DES | CE “r a3
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: 289 |83 | 8= |53% | SSE | BE |35 |sEb
: 0 @ e~ ZnE- A oo = Lk a ul = i
11, North Central/ : . - |
. Central City/Large | 900 | 70 | 800 | 129 | <~1,200 | 535 | 673 ¢ .79
.12." North Central/ I | I I ** B | 4
‘ Non-metro/Medium | -200 | 30, | 200 ] 64 | 300 484 | 670 | .72 |
13. Northeast/: - B | 1 TR I S
4 - Central City/Large | 11,300 | 1,700 | 9,600 | 3,000 | 12,000 |. 565 | 800 | .70
. 1& Northeast/ = T I [ T ] | = 1 |
© E Central City/Medium | 200 | 50 | - 200|] 140 | 294 | 350 } 554 | .63
| 15, South/ | F S i - { I
P Central’City/Large | 12,400 | 600 | 11,800 | 1,337 | 14,291 | 455 | 82 | .55 |
“16. North Central/ I | i | Al |- | |
Central City/Medium | 700 | 30 700 | 133 | 746 | 226 | 849 | .27
17. North Central/ [ I [ | | I 1 - |
Central City/Large | I | 12,900 | 1,455 | 20,680 | | 623 | I
18. North Central/ [ . [- I | P [ - | | |
Central City/Large | 10,000 | I -] 1,571 | 11,079 | | I '
19, North Central/ 1 *> [ - ] [ T | T = [ -
Central City/Large - -] 6,900 | N/A | N/A | 742 | 8 | I | I
20, North Central/ | I - | | l | I
" Urban Fringe/Medium | 400 | N/A | NA | - | 428 | | | |-
*Lstimates were obtained from this district, but to protect i +s 1dent1ty, only the calculations based on
~ these estimates are provided. For ail other districts, expenditure estimates have been rounded to two
significant digits to protect the identities of these districts.  Actual estimates, however, were used in
~ the .alculations. ' o :
~  *Estimates
. ***Includes concentration grant B
92+ . ****Does not include carryover S -4
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Among the 16 dietricts; the:nonpublic per pupil expenditure
factor ranged from 1.87 (Dietrict 1)*to a lowfof .27 (District
16): ““That is, in District 1, nonpublic students received 8? per-
cent more,?itle I funds, on‘aperage,_thaﬁ thusir-public school |
counterparts. On the.other hand, nonpublic Title I students in
Distriét 16 received about oneffourthfof the-dollers“reEeived by
public sehool fitle I students; on aVerege.- Overall, districts
’thh smaller Title I budgets (less than $90 000) tended .to have
lowe; nonpubllc per pupil expendlture ratlos. -

. The domlnant aspect of the array is ‘the d1ver51ty both of

nonpubl;c/publlc allowntlon patterns and of part1c1pationqlevels.

For instanoe, 1 outyc“ SVary 4-Titie I students iﬁ Dietrict 13
:Qas a.nonqulic student;-whereas only 1 out of 100 Title I parti-
cipants‘attended a'nonpublic school in District 6r'-Even though
-this district hed tbe lowest nonpdblic participation level, its
'estimated nonpublic‘per pupil expenditure‘fector‘shows en almost
,equal;ekpend%ture, on ayerege, between notpublic'aﬁd publicD

school students. . S

In'order to.determine if districts had ehanged the propor-

tion of their Title I budget spent on nonpublic students, Title I

Directors-Were,aeked about any cbanges in their allocation of
Title I resources bet&eeh 1978,ahd 1981. ,About.9 percent of the
Directors reported an increase of at least lbzpercent; oh the
‘other hand," 8 perceht reported a decline of this magnrtude. The

_preponderance of districts offering Title I services to nonpublic

328
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students_reported'less than a 10 percent. change in either
. ) . \ .

.-
- by

d1rectlon (see Table o- 8)
The Title I/Chapter 1 legal frameyork does not contain. pro-

V1810n8 requ1r1ng districts to report expendltures d1saggregated

-

by public and nonpubllc schools. Even if d1str1cts kept records

perm1tt1ng w1th1nwd1str1ct publlc and nonpublic per pupil cost

I

comparlsons, other factors would confound assessments of whether
nonpubllc students were rece1V1ng the1r fair share of the Tltle ‘I

budget accordlng to the leg1slat1ve yardstlck. The leglslatlon

spec1f1es that, in addltlon to the number of students, d1str1cts

PR ’

should cons1der the special needs of nonpubllc students, whlch

conceivably could be quite dlfferent from the: needs of publlc
school students within a d1str1ct.

To determ1ne the extent to which nonpublic school scudents

L

needs were being taken 1nto account in des1gn1ng T1tle T pro—
grams, nonpublic school Pr1nc1pals in the case study sample with
students served by T1tle I were asked (l) whether nonpubllc '
4 off1c1als provided substantlve 1nput into aec1s10ns about student
* selectlon cr1ter1a, gradé% served, program design model used

(e.g., pullout vs. 1nclass) and which subjects were. empha81zed

in the T1tle I program,c and (2) whether their comments made much
; of a dlfference in the k1nds of serv1ces nonpublic students
- received. Just over one half'of the nonpublic.:izncIBaIB\L§4
percent) had any say over student.selectlon.criteria and about
one-quarter (27 percent) influenced:which'subjects were empha-
sized (27 percent);. l | |

. - : »
8 . i b




.\\ | f - . . . TABLE 9-8 o .
- PERCENT OF TITLE I DIRECTORS REPORTING CHANGES IN THE LEVEL OF TITLE I SERVICES TO
NONPUBLIC STUDENTS IN RELATION TO TOTAL SERVICES BETWEEN 1978 AND 1981

o

’

. 6E-6—

.Percent of Percent of - Percent of Percent of
Small . Medium . Large Total ¢
' Districts Districts Districts Districts
' Changed less than 10% ‘ - 42 39 62 48 .
¢ Increased_by at least 10% - 1.7 » 0 . 21 .9
Decreased by at:least 10% . 9 9 } v 14 ' ]
No Title I program for | 50 52 . 3, 35
nonpublic students ' -
| ~ (88)

’ »
*These . percentages when compared to other data from the study suggeet that some districts

- without Title 71 programs for nonpubllc students probably indicated a change of less than
10 percent for this questlon

| I -7
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Nonpublic dioceses or~districts with staff who insisted on

¥

. having some say'in'these'matters were more than tWice'as.likely

to have a different mix of services from those in the public

ot

school Title'I program. In?general. however, reluctance, indif-
ference, ‘or res1gnatlon abozt these matters re;gned among non-:

public school administrators. One nun's observatlon, "We're just

giad_to get the help we‘do,"_reflected a prevalenttattltude‘ln '
. ) . ' a ) ' . “"'v _ . R . . .
visited sites. «

The main complalnts of nonpubllc school off1c1als had less
' ]

to do with the level of serv1ces prov1ded than w1th the processes

® -

or rules govern1ng such dec1slons. H1gh on nonpubllc school Hf

off1c1als complalnt llst was the statutory prohibltlon aga1nst

prOV1d1ng serv1ces to nonpubllc students liV1ng outs1de Title I ;

attendance areas (29 perﬂent of nonpubllc Principals 1nter—

. vlewed) Paperwork and other adm1n1strat1veﬁburdens.were also a

¢

frequent source of nonpubllc school off1c1als dissatisfaction'

w1th Title I (21 percent of the nonpubllc Pr1nc1pals 1nter-'

:

‘vie ed). The most prevalent complalnt lodged against local,

Tltre I adm1n1strators was that they qid not 1nvolve nonpub11c

admlnlstrators ‘in key program.. des1gn, staffing, or allocatlon s

' declslons (32 percent of nonpublic Principals 1nterv1ewed)

On the other hand, almost three-fourths (72 percent) of the
nonpubllc Pr1nc1pals 1nterv1ewed saw a benef1t in_ the program -3
‘focus on prov1d1ng supplementary services to students furthest
beh1nd in school. Over half of the n&npubllc Principals (56

percent) felt that the speclal deslgn features of the program :

5



(e g., quallfled sgaff, small group ‘or 4ndividual 1nstructlon,"
. 4 .
_-lremedlal mater1als) contrlbuted to 1ncreased academlc progress

- )
» -

* for students ‘served by Title I.A:

From a natlonal perspectlve, the overall'partlclpatlon level
i of-nonpubllc school students over the . last gour years‘has, at
best, been in a steady state, although several 1ndrcators‘p01nt
to a,relatiyefmarginal decline in nonpuhlic students” access to-
Title I:services{ For erample,“when'viewing changes in Title I.

L ¢ .
i %onpubllc and public enrollments in llght of overall nonpubllc L

and publlc enrollment patterns between 1976 and 1980, - the non-
public part1c1patlon rate in Title I 1ncreased by less than 6
percent, whlle publlc part1c1patlon in T1tle I 1ncreased by .

r almost 18 percent durlng that period. Also,; - the proportlo% of:

Title I districts servlng nonpublié students :.siding in Titie I

attendance areas declined from 59 percent in 1978 to 56 percent
in 1981. : c L
At least three factors appear to be closely assoc1ateH w1th.

the part1c1patlon_level of nonpubllc students in the Title'I

program: overall nonpublid enrollment pattefns, district size,

and states’ const1tutlons and laws. Also, both phllosophlcal

(e.g., separatlon of church and state) and practical (e.g.,, too E

«

much paperwork) reasons were given- by nonpubllc Pr1nc1pals wha
chose not to part1c1pate in T1tle I. However, data from_thls

studyvare not sufficient to,completelY~explain why some eligible

nonpublic students are not recg€iving Title I services.

S '_..?'4?\' 333 ..
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For nonpublic school students receiving.Title I services,

several patterns emerged from within-district analyses of’

o

District'Practices Study data concerning the intensity,'quality,f-*

, and location of their;seruices: (l) the1r Title I classes were

shorter, (2) their ~lass size was smaller: (3) their Title I
1nstruction might be \better coord.ihated‘ with their reqular

classes; (4) their puﬁil to—1nstructor ratio was slightly lower,

(5) the Title I 1nstructors of nonpublic Title I students had, on

' average, the same amount of teaching experience as the1r public

«

SChool counterparts. and nonpublic school students were even more
likely than public school students to be  taught by a certified
'teacher rather 'than an 1nstructiona1 aide; and (8) while most

v

nonpublic students received Title I serv1ces in the1r nonpublic

"schools, more than_one—fifth of the‘districts served some portion

of their nonpublic students at another location.

kY

Nonpublic students re51d1ng states with. constitutional or

g ,a .

legal limitations for serv1ng nonpublic students, and not in one
of the two bypass states, were likely to have less comparable

'serV1ces than nonpublic students residing in states w1thout such

-

rulings. In a sizeable number of: these d1stricts,-nonpublic stu-
dents were taught outside the nonpublic schools, most frequently

in the public schools.



CHAPTER 10

_ LOCAL TITLE I EVALUATION
~. . AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ' . .

’

T GUIDING QUESTIONSAND-HIGHLIGHTS -OF--STUDY- FINDINGS -

Local Title I evaluation‘and technical ‘assistance were not )
. ~
thoroughly 1nvestlgated by the DlStrlCt Practlces Study because :

4

several recent studles have\closely examlned these areas. . At the
same time, the DPS did ask local Title I personnel about eValua-'
‘tlons and technical a551stance, and the spe01flc questlons that

1

gulded that 1nqu1ry together w1th related flndlhgs are high-

o

lighted below. ) . éfA
) H valuable are requlred/evalua+1ons to local @ -
' Thtle T Directors? ;

/Z‘In an open-ended, question, 15 percent of Title I .
‘Directors said that ev-)uation requirements should.
be kept to ensure that "the essence of the program
is not lost." C : E

- Seven percent of Title I Directors ranked evalu-
ation, testing, and needs assessment among the best .

. features of the 1978 lz v; five percent ranked them

" 4mong’ the worst feature: .

‘® How burdensome and necessary are Title I evaluations?

- Title I Dires tcrs rank::u evaluation as relatively
burdensome bt ale: a- relatively necessary to the
managemént of the p.ogram. .

® How useful are Tltle T evaluatlons to local decision--
makers? L

w

- Overall, larger‘districts seemed to find Title I
evaluations more useful than smaller distr}cts.

- Directors ranked evaludtlons as fourth in 1mportance
(behind funding levels, teachers' or Principals'’
recommendations, and needs assessments) for making
changes in the number of children served at each

grade level\1

[y

J . -
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- TWenhy%flve percent of those Directors who changed -
the relative emphasis placed:'on different subject
areas reported that evaluation results influenced
their dec181ons.

. 1
- Eighty-six percent of those making changes in Title I .
curriculum found evaluations to be helpful.
° How much help do states and Technical Assistance
Centers give-to‘IOCal school districts on evaluation?

- Slxty-four percent of the Title I Dlrectors vho
received assistance from state officials recelved
help with thelr Title I evaluatlons.

- Twenty-six percent of Tltle I Directors mentioned.
that Technical Assistance Centers were helpful in
meeting evaluation requirements.

336 o
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INTRODUCTION

' After a short review‘of'the_legielatibe history Qf';§alua4
tiqn in Title I and Chapter 1, the stqdy’s findiqgsvon evalyation
areApresented. The f{ndings are grouped into.fourwtopics: gen-
eral comments on the value of evaluation,‘the burden of evalua-
tion, uees of evalﬁatien res lts,'and‘ihteractions with state
Title I offices'ahd“Tedhaic\l Aesistance Centers [TACs]. |

i 1) \
SUMMARY OF LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

'
L)

]

Evaluatlon requirements have been part of Title I 31nce the

.

original ver31on of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in.

1965. At ‘that time, the law required local projects to'ensureJ
that "effective proceduree, 1nc1ud1ng prov131ons for appropriate
. -

_ objectlve measurements offeducatlon, w111 be adopted for evalu-’

meeting the 1a}.eduqat19nab needs of edqcationally deprived

children” (P.L. 89-10, §205).

P\ Debate over the 1974 Amendments to ESEA revealed some con-
4
gress;onal interest in 1ncrea31ng the spec1f1c1ty of the evalu-

-~

ation requ1rements_so that the results of more uniform local

'

evaluations could be aggregated .at the state and national levelsQ

‘This led the U.S. Office of Education to develop and disséminate

a set of modeis for acceptable locdl evaluations and to set up a '

network of}TechnicalfAssigtance Centers to help the states and

districts with evaluaticn.

In 1978, Title I regulations required districts teo use one ~

'of the models. Districts were required to.assess every 3 years

-
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the ga1ns made by Title I students over at- least al2 month
perlod. In addition, the lng\Amendments°requ1red for the First
t1me that evaluation results be used in local program plannlng.'
Chapter 1l of" ECIA reta1ned the sp1r1t of former evaluation
requfrements, although much of the detail has been removed from3
the law andwregulatlons. Local projects must be. evaluated, the
evaluatlons must 1nclude ob]ective measures. of ach1evement in the

basic 3kllls. and gains over perlods of more than one year must

‘-be measured. . ’ . ,\.

. REPORT OF FINDINGS . | -

General Comments on the Value of Evaluation ' . |

L} . \.

Since the 1978 Amendments imposed a fairly elaborate'Set of\

evaluation requirements on . school dlstrlcts, 1nforma:10n on the
percelved necesslty .and value of local evaluatlon is of rnterest.
The general verd1ct from T1tle I D1rectors was positlve, although\
they were quite aware of the demands_that the requlrements placed t
.on them. _ . ‘ ' ' |
Several open-ended questions in the representative inter—

views and mail questlonnalres elicited mention of evaluatlon as a. \
valued part of the Title 1 legal framework. Table 10 1 shows \
that 15 percent of the lOOvTitle"I'Directors interviewed said
‘that evaluation requirements should be kept in place "so that the

essence of the program is -not ljost." Table 10- 2 shows that some -

Directors ranked evaluatlon (including test1ng and needs assess- .

ment) fifth among the "best features of the 1978 Title I law and
regulations," excluding from'the‘rankings the very general |
R . {
- —. |
. . : ,
» S 10"4 . - . . : . \“
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- : , TABLE Ju—l
PERCEIVED REQUIRE ENTS NEEDED TO

/ " . _ KEEP THE ESSENCE ?F TITLE I °

r . ' 5

(\;} : S o ' Percent*’

Keep student selection guidelines (elg., .

selection of those in greatest need) : 68
Keep using poverty measures to "Getermine )

eligible attendance areas- and school ’ 44

Keep supplement—not-supplant and’ excegs

costs provisions ’ { g . . . 30
Keep DAC/SAC_or ;ts.equivalent / 29
Keep evaluation requirements ] 15 E

. KeepeTitie I categofical‘ | ”.;; ! o } 13
Keep accbuntabiiity provisions' f | : i2
‘eep'pfbénams focused on basicfshitls ' ' | -9 -
Keep comparabilit§ requirements i : . N 7
Keep nonimstructional dutiee proQiSion - - ﬁ.g .
»eep local control and flexibility R - -5 ,:{
Other--e.g., keep SEA monitoringj keep - '&“a.
application procedu;es (all lese than 5%) - 17 c

' . (96) **

*Data are based on representatlve 1nterv1ews w1th 100 T1tle I

Directors® Percentages in ‘this column dq, not total to 100 per- .
cent 31nce more than one response to the questlon was permitted.
**The number in parentheses be Yow the line :In this and all sub-
sequent tables is the number of respondents_to this item.
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LA TABLE 10-2

zy~ T PERGE%VED—BESE—AND_WQRSI_EEATURES CF THE 1978
' LAW AND REGULATIONS .

Best Features \

¢

. . Percent¥*
Provides funds/serv1ces for dlsadvantaged k e
students . , . . 37
Prov131ons for selectlng ellglble school
attendance areas and students 8

. Funds allocation provisions (e.g., supplement-
not—supplant, comparablllty) " 8
Requlrements concernlng School and District S
Advisory Counciils ’ ; ‘ 8
Paperwork problem reduced | ' S 7
"'Evaluetien/testing/needs’asseSSment " ' ’ 7
3 * N
Requirements provide sufficient flekibility \ .
to meet needs ‘- Y . 5
Others--eig., no best feature; .individualized . . .
instruction ‘(all less than 3%) ' r . 21
K ‘x _— . _ . . {906)
. - ' -~ Worst Features Lo ’
Declining dollars o S L ’ - 23 4
Requlqements,poncernlng Schoolxand ‘District Adv1sory
Councils : . . 23
Red tape/paperwork T s j . S . 20
Comparab111ty ) o ) ' 7

. Regulations need more flexibi?ity - 6 '
School- and student ‘selection requirements 5
Evaluation/test{nQ‘ . N 5 ‘

.éupplement-not-supplant and excess costs 4
-3 . ) . .. i -
Maintenance.of effort - . Lo SN 3
. . y
. Others--e.g., too many requirements,- too much state
\control or problems-w1th SEA (all less than 43) - 22
« ‘ . _ ’ . . (961)

J*Pez cntages do not total to 100 percent since more than one

respuitse +o the question j;g’permltted. g .
[Rﬁz 7 | i .. - . 34n
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comments about providing funds and services: for disadvantaged .

o

S _ - o
children. A smaller percentage of Directors (5 percent) ranked-
evaluation':eqnirements among the hworst>features" of the‘law'and
regulations. . L. - . : -

-

Burden and Nece331ty

tives of Title I programs despite the burden and paperwocrk

: 2 ca S A
To provide further information on opinions about evaluwation .

" an& other requiréments, Title I DiEéctors'responding:toithe mail

questionnaire were asked to raté‘the‘bu;den and the importance'of

-

the major prov131ons of the 1978 law. They ranked eaeh'on .8cales-

3

from l to 10 with l representlng the most burdensome and thq most

,necessary prOV131ons and,1l0 the least burdensome and least .neces-

cary provisions. -<Table 10 3 shews that Title I Dlrectors ranked

P

evaluationnrequire@ents high on both scales.- That is, Dlrectogs

believed that evaluations were important for. attaining the objec-

involved'in EOmplying wfth the requirement. -

| Examining theee findinés more c;oseiy reveals“thatibprden
and necessity of evaluation differed for:districté of different
siie; As one_might‘expect, chmplianCe with evaluation require-
A T B ;

~ments was most burdensome for small districts (See Table'10—4)f
_ d € ° _

In suchldiétricts: which had fewer than 2500'children; the

responsibility for meeting Title?I evaluation'requirements;often..'

. ' . - \
fell to the Title I Director. The-Title I Directors, Principals,,

and T1tle T teachers in these dlstrlcts often spent proportlon—

ately more ;time on evaluatlon than d1d the1r counterparts in
larger dlstrlcts. In addition,. D1reqtors in small districtq
4 . . L. ) ".‘a

. ) 1
1 . . »
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TABLE 10-3 .

BURDEN AND NECESSITY RATINGS OF TITLE I LEGAL
' AND REGULATORY PROVISIONS

Necessity* Burden?®
Ranking. and selecting students : 1.7 . 5.2
:Ev&luatiba procesures "‘3.5 ' 4.2
‘Ranking and selecting projebt éreaé 4.2‘ ' 6.i
Adédﬁate size, scope; and quality ) : b
provisions : 4.8 6.3
Parent involvement , 5.5 ' 3.8
,“Supplement—not—supplén£ provisions ' 5.5 . 5.5
Maintenéncg éf effort.prqvisioné_ g 6.5 5.5
Cdﬁpé;ability provisions‘ : 7.3 .. 5.0
. "Excess ébsts,requiremen;s ‘ 7.5 5.9
Complainﬁ~résolution procedures  A 7.7 _ ., 6.4
: -

<

*Provisions were ranked from 1 to 10 on necéssity andiburden with
1 being most necessary anc¢ most burdensome.

<

) . . o
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TABLE 10-4 e

PERCEIVED BURDEN AND NECESSITY OF. TITLE 1 EVALUATION
REQUIREMENTS IN SMALL, MEDIUM, AND LARGE DISTRICTS

-

&

' District Size*

Small . Medium Large
' Necessity** 3.4 | 3.6 3.9
. 3 ‘ ' . L. ' " '
Director's . -
time spent
on evaluation 13¢% 11% 11%
(742) - - (602) - (315)
o
‘ .
- .

_*Small districts had fewer than 2,500 children; medium districts’

had between 2,500 and 9,999 children;: large districts had at
least 10,000 children. '

**Pitle I leéal and regulatory provisions, including evaluation,

were ranked from 1 to 10 on necessity and burden.

r .
~ . N {
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of£en had non-Title I responsibilities. 1In some districts, they
were Principals of Title I,séhqols or even Title I teachers. The
burden of evaluation requiremer.ts appeéred'to be.lesé iﬁ the - view
of Directors in largéz districts! wﬁéfé they might have empioyed
p:ofessisnal evaluators to assﬁme much of ;he burden of Title I
evaluation. Somewhat uneipectedly, despite the relatively
greater burden and time re mired for evaluations in small dis-
tricts, Title I Directors in smaller districts reported that
Title I gvéluations weré re"atively more important to .accom-

K2

plishing their program goals.

Uses of Evaluation Results . i _ °

Daté from the District Practicés Study permitted én éssessj
ment of;the extent to which‘evaluatiohArééults were used in local
program planning. Again, the findings were generally positive.
The results of local evaluations oftén played a significant fole
in program decisions, althﬁugh~surveys ofropinion within the
district tended to be‘someWhat mpré important in reaching thége
decisions and funding}levels generally exercised the greatest
influence.

One type of program decision influénced by evaluatidn
resﬁlts-was the amount‘of service provided at each'grade'leQel.
Thirty-three percent of districts had changed the distribution of

services among grades. 1In districts reporting such-changes,

" Title I Directors ranked changes in Title I funding levels as the

dominant reason, but results of formal Title I program evalu-

-ations ranked fourth, behind teachers' or Principals' .recommen-

10-10
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dations and data from formal needs surveys (see‘Table 10-5)}
When asked specifically about the reasons for serving seéohdary'

. - 4 -t ! . '
school students, Title I Directors gave the use of formal data an-.

even higher relative ranking, although it should be noted that
this response category included needs assessments as well ‘as

evaluations (see Table 10-6). |

Twenty-two péicen; of the districtsﬂchanged the relativeéﬁ‘
emphasis placed on qifferent subject éréés,(e.g., reading;.matﬁeﬁ'
matics, language’érts).' Of those districté,.ébbut.one—quarter
reported that evaluation résdits were a factor in the aecision.
Again, as Table 10-7 shows,_fupﬁing levels, heeds.survey;, and
teachers' or'Principals' recomméhdations ranked ahead of evalu-
ation;_ : _ : -

Title I Directors also reported that eyaluéiion ;esults
helped them make éﬁanges'in Title I staffing and éﬁrriculum.
Table 10-8 shows that evaluatiohé were less.impoftant'in making
staff changes than fof chaﬁgiﬁg curriculum."Thirty éercent gf
the districts making significant staff changes found evalua£ions
to be very important. Although,manyffewer‘districté made major
changes in their Title I curriculums;-—-evaluations—appeared—to-be
more helpful in making these deciéions £han in making staffing

changes. Eighty-six percent of those that made curriculum alter-

-

ations found evaluation results to be at least somewhat helpfﬁl.‘
.Regarding-the specific curricuiﬁm change 'to increase or decrease
the use of the pullout.de;ign in iitlé'i classrooms, 56 percent

of the districts changing their émphaéis on puliout found e?alu—

4

ation resul:s to be useful.

<




TABLE 10-5

REASONS FOR CHANGING TITLE I SERVICES TO GﬁADES

[

'Reasons o ' _ . - ' .‘__v . _ Percent* .
bhapges in Title I funding.levél , ' ST 50 .,
Data from formal needs éurvexs | . ‘ - 30, ‘
Teachers lor Pr1nc1pals -recommendatiohs ‘< ) * ] 30 -
Results of formad Title I program é;aluatlons : 25
Demographic changes C o o 20
New state mandates or emphases " ) ' 16
Néw district mandates or eduéational philosophy - ;  . 15
-Changes in other,qual programs . :, : . ’ t 14
Informal assessmentg éf péogram pérformach _' i3
Other - ; ) " ' s o - :x' 11

24 | ‘ e

. ~ (145)

'*Percentages in this column do not total to 100 percent since
more than one response to the questlon was permitted. ; A’ maxlmum
of five reasons for change was included for each district.-

N
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. - TABLE 10-6 - o
— | ' REASONS "WHY DISTRICTS DECIDED TO
_HAVE TITLE I SERVICES ABOVE ‘ELEMENTARY GRADES

r

IReASOﬂE : ) . - ) . _Percént*
f'Formal data (Aeeds assessments,.evgluaﬁién, Aki h' o
tests) B . _ B o o o . 3%
'Serve as”many needy students aS‘possibié _ .. - 20
Had the money avallable . . .L‘ e 19
., Have always done lt,_decision ﬁade long ago 4-‘,‘ 'ﬁ - 49'!
To provide continuity of sérvibé,' F _ -  ‘ 15 °
) Par?ﬁta wanted it o “ ‘ ; -7 . 14
School personnel wahtedi}t . : | —.' .__; 12
Emphasis oﬁ state Title I-office ' g 12
Info;qal judgment ' - - _ - - . 12
Grade séanldf'schoolsi(grades ;—8)" ) | - . 11
" District 6fficg staff wanted'iﬁ o o . o 8
Institutioﬁ of minimum competgncyqrequirements' 8
Other——é.g., ééhdSl'board decision, demographic | , '
changes (all less ‘than 5%) B 12
IS | S o (65)

entative site interviews. Percentages
in thls column do not t6étal to 100 percent since more than one
response to the question was permltted

~ . ' ~
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: ~ TABLE 106-7

REASONS FOR CHANGES IN EMPHASIS
IN TITLE I SUBJECT AREAS

<

t

. Reasons

bhanges‘in Title I funding
Data from formal needs snrve&s

Teachers' or Principals' recommendations

' Results of.formal Title I program evaluatiens
Parerits' recommendations

New statelmendates or emphases

New district mandates or educational philosophy

Informal assessments of pfogram_performance'
Changes in other' local programs
' Demographic changes

Other

Percent*'

Pt
38

27
‘26
24
20

A 18

14

*Data are based on responses to the mail questloqnalre. Percent-.
ages in this column do not total to 100 percent since more than

one response to the question was permltted.
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= | TABLE 10-8
I ] . . .
IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION RESULYTS FOR
' MAKING CHANGES IN TITLE I
STAFF.AND CURRICULUM
Percent of bistricts:lndicating Importance
- - Of Evaluation Results
%
™~ Type of .~ - Very Somewhat " Not
Change Important -  Important ~Important
H 1Y -
Title I staff T 16 14 70
Title I : - A\
curriculum * 53 . 33 T 3 13
Both staff and. , . _ : S
‘curriculum - I 35 ~ 26 ‘ 38
4
. o ¢
» N

»

\ - o - . . 10-15
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Evidence on how districts use Title I evaluations bears out
Directors' comments on the overall importance of evaluation -
requirements. 'In the aggregate, 39_percent"of all districts
reported that evaluation results‘helped,them make decisions about

changes in services to grades, Title I subjects, Title I staff—

ing, Title I curriculum, or some combination of these Title'I

1 ' ) ) )
. components. : o . r K\

t
~

It is also noteworthy that the use of evaluat/ion results
seemed to vary across districts with different characteristics.

One 1mportant d1fference was whether’ districts exper1enced :

2
-

Title I budget increases or decreases between 1978 and 1982. One
might argue that more difficult decisions must be made ‘during
periods of decline than when budgets increase. As_d1str1cts.
reduced services to Title I children, dropped services to some
Title I schools, and laid off Title I teachers, local admini- ..
strators would turn to evalu?tlons and other "object1ve da;a to
help them make hard dec1slons, or so the argument goes. Others
would maintain that in times of retrenchment, dec1slons become
more "polltlcal,' and evaluations are less useful. The District
“*47*“Practices~Study“providedwno«ﬁnequiveeal-evidence;onmeither+sideuw~~»
of this issue, but Table iO—9 reports some;tantalisiné results.
Districts. exPeriencing budget decreases of 10 percent or more and
; d1str1cts with . level fund1ng (wh1ch indicates real decline
because of 1nflatlon) seemed to have found evaluatlon results
somewhat more useful than distr1cts'w1thsT1tle I budgets that
increased by iO percent or more between 1978 and_léaz. However, .

¢ the differences are slight (7 percentage points).

10—‘16 ' 350




P ‘ TABLE 10-9

.. USE _OF TITLE I EVALUATIONS IN DISTRICTS
) WITH DIFFERENT BUDGET CHANGES

¢ BETWEEN 1978-79 AND 1981-82

- Budget Change

Decreased ' Increased
By At Least Little or By At Least
10 Percent No Change 10 Percent
Yes - 42% - 1% . 35%
- No " | 58% | 59% - - . 65%
(1fa) © . . (151) » 1 {(179)
X




.

Another interesting finding is the use of Title I evalu-

ations in districts of different size.. Table 10-10 shows that

i

large districts (with at least 10,000 children)  were most likely

tc use evaluations to help them make Title I decisions. Small
districts reported using evaluations less thdn either medium or.f
large districts. " This finding makes some sense when one recalls

that 1arge d1str1ctsxare more. able to afford professlonal evalu-

ators, who can assist D1rectors and others 1n using evaluation
results. _Smaller districts may str1ve only'to comply with

evaluation reguirements and may find results less useful over-;

v {
I

allo ) : ) ‘ ) ° , [

This is, of course, somewhat at odds with the finding that

-

small d1str1cts (more than medlum and 1arge d1str1cts) reported

'evaluatlon requirements to be necessary to accomp11sh the pur+
poses of Title I. One posslblllty is that small d1str1cts used

evaluations more to justify their participation in Title I, /'
. ‘/} -. ’ J
whereas medium and especially large districts foundgevaluati?ns

/

to be more useful 1n/mat}ng Title I program de01slons. ;Another,m

Y

explanation is that sém: small districts may have confused ter—

/
» P

“minology and inclided .student selection pfocedures in what they
: E , : I
. . R i 4 !
termed evaluation. : : [
: / : ‘ .
/ o ,
Interactions with State Title I Offices and TACs - |

/

/
> Since. the congress10na1 mandate in the 1978 Amendments

1ncluded the state and Federal obllgatlon to mon1tor and help :

—

d1strxcts w1th the1r evaluations, 1t is worth dlscusslng hrlefly :

what mon1tor1ng and assistance D1rectors reported in the area of

16-18 3359 | /
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- TABLE 10-10
USE OF TITLE I EVALUATIONS IN
SMALL, MEDIUM, AND LARGE DISTRICTS

Yes

No

”

District Size o
Small » Medium T Largte. -
~ 35% 423 7. 49% -
‘ o N ' LN ‘ t 3
658 . 588 - s1%
(196) t157) (91)
<
Ié;.-:ri-/" .
v
’ﬁ

%
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eva]uatlon’ Ap nily evaluatioh was seldom~a bone?of conten-
tion when states reviewed local Title I appllcatlons Less than

2 percent of dlstrlcts reported that their- state Title I off1ces

Al »

... objected to the evaluation segment of their Title I appllcatlons.

However, this is an area in which state'regulations and policies

34

were sometimes perceived to be more restrictive than those of the

Federal government (althOugh it should be noted that only:.a small _

' percentage of d1rect3rs found any state regulations or pOllCleS

more restr1ct1ve) ' Seventeen percent of districts reported that
‘ L)

some state pollcy or regulatlon was more restrictive than Federaln

fT1tle I regulatlons, and 7 percent of Title 'l D1rectors speci-

v

f1cally said that the1r state’'s evaluatlon pollc1es ‘were more

'restr1ct1ve than Federal regulatlons. Table lO -11, whlch lists

1»

2

results from states W1th at least three d1str1cts respondlng,

t

shows that there can be s1gn1f1cant d1fference of opinion within

states about the SEA's added restrictions. r

Districts also reported that state Title I officés were

,helpful in develop1ng and improv1ng local ‘Title I evaluations.

{Nearly 70 percent of d1str1cts ‘said that SEAs had helped them in

A

some. way. of that group of d1=tr1cts, 64 percent Sald that

SEAs helped with their evaluatlons Agaln,‘as*Table~l0-l2~1ndi=_

cates, Tltle I Dlrectors in the same state sometimes differed in -
£ .

Atheir’wieWs-of the SEA's helpfulness with evaluatlon.

Another maJor source of help in perform1ng T1tle 1 évalua-

tlons 1s the T1tle I Techn1cal As31stance Centers [TACs] Pre-

¢

'viously located in 10 regions of the country, the TACs weref

-

) oz

'
. s .,
- ’ -

) . N N
. . . . Wt . e
. L] R . .

‘o .‘ . N 3 5 11 '
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0 < - » i
N < R TABLE 10-11 LT T
TITLE 1 DIRECTORé' PERCEPTIONS OF ADbED :
RESTRICTIONS IN STATE TITLE I> EVALUATION POLICIES* -
’ - : " ks
' ‘State Rules Are More Restrictive:
State ‘ ' - - Yes ° . No
1: - 7 6 .
2! 1 . 2
.3 S 3 '
. L. Lg
4 R 2 3 e .
5 ! Y ! o 4 5 .
6 t | 3 : - :
7 ! : 4 ; .
g . , .2‘ 2! e {
9 1 2 .
= ! .
. ]
A 1
. S i .
b4
. Q
{ : : _ '
§ R ) . .
- \ ' N
R { ) f N, : “ .
*Results are only reported for states w1th three or .more d:Ls— :
~ tricts respondlng to the questlon. ' : .
o .3 T . . ., )
» . \ )



. e TABLE 10-12

LOCAL.TITLE I DIRECTORS' PERCEéTIONS OF STATES'
HELPFULNESS IN MEETING EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS*
. b

-

States Help:

State

Yes No
1 6. 1
2 11 10
3 5 2 .
4 6 3
¢ 5 6 6
6 2 6
. 7 4 . 2
. .8 "6 1
9 3 3
10- 6 9
11 5 3
12 4 2
13- 3 3
14 4 7
15 11 10
16 11 5
17 4 1
18 4 2
19 ‘9 2
20 5 0.
21 5 2
22 10 6
23 5 2
24 4 3
25 5 0 .
26 5 1

{

| o
*Results are only reported for states with five or more districts -
responding to the question. ' & E
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mandated to assist states and local districts in implemeﬂting
énd using Title I evaluations.- Twenty-six percent of districts
reported that TACs were helpful in administering their Title I
programs. Thus TAC~peréonneL rank only behind state Title'I
officials in helping diétrict; with their evaluations. Despite
. o tﬂe favorable responéé pbward the TACs, opinions about TACs'
usefulness varied among'types of'districts and acrbss regions.
.A;3Table 10-13 shows, Title I Directors in medium and lérge
districts perceived TACs to bé'more helpful thanvDirectors in
small districts. |
Table 10-14 indicétes\thét districts ir aifferent regions
viewed the heléfulness of TACs differently. .Althouéh there
might have been extgnuating‘circumsganceg, it-apﬁears that some
TACs were viewed more positively than others. For example; 51
pércent‘of distric%s in Region III, which inciudeé ééme mid-
Atlantic states agd Virginia, reported that the TAC in their
region helped them Qith evaluations. At’tﬁe_dther epd of ghe

scale, only 6 percent of the districts in Region VII cited the

TAC as helpful.

SUMMARY | .
Findings from this study¥indicate that ?Véiuation in Title I
was largely living up to the intentions of iﬁs advocates: it was
called a wor;hwﬁile function b& local Tit 2 I Directors; it was
used (although it wéé‘not the most'critical factqr).in'making-

357
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TABLE 10-13

PERCENT OF SNALL, MEDIUM, AND LARGE
DISTRICTS REPORTING THAT TACs WERE HELPFUL

Percent Indicating TAC Was Helpful:

Size | Yes No o N

Small - 19 81 195
Medium 7 34 66 157
Large , 29 71 90

 TABLE 10-14

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS IN EACH
REGION REPORTING THAT TACs. WERE HELPFUL

Percent Indicating TAC Was Helpful:

10-24 3BR

‘Region Yes No N
I 32 68 38
II 26 74 39
III 51 49 39
IV 44 56 48
v 15 85 92
VI 30 F QB
VII 6 94 34'-
VIII 27 .73 26
IX 14 86 44
X 33 67 21



I

local program decisions; and technical assistance for evaluation

' {

was 'available. The follow1ng rev1ews the f1nd1ngs.. '
® Tltle I D1rectors often rated evaluatlon as “neces—
sary". or cruc1al" to achieving the program's goals.

® Dlrectors also cons1dered evaluatlon "burdensome, “and
some judged 1t unproductlve

® The results of local evaluations often played a signi-
ficant role in local program decisions, although sur-
veys of opinion within the -district tended to play a
larger role still. Evaluation was of some importance
in decisions about grade levels to be served, subjects
to be emphasized, staffing, curriculum, and the use of
pullout designs. v

' !
® | Title I Directors in dlstrlcts exper1enc1ng level

funding or budget decreases seemed to f1nd evaluation
results somewhat more useful. - - }
e Compared to thelr counterparts in smaller districts,
Title I Directors in larger d1str1cts found ~evaluations
more useful ¢
® 'Although some Directors believed their states' regu-
lations or policies on evaluation were stricter than
¢ .+ those of the Federal government, the states rarely
criticized local evaluation designs in reviewinc appli-
-catlons.-' - : '
® - State Title I offices often helped districts with their
evaluations. (This may help account for the finding
‘above; the states ma have offered enough assistance to
forestall possiblé~pfoblems before local applications
were submitted.) ' ,

e The Technical Assistance Centers were another Source of

! . help, although some TACs were viewed as-more helpful
' than others, and larger districts found the TAC ass1s-
———— et et @anCe more_useful“than smallerhones.”r_m
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APPENDIX s

STUDY DESIGN FOR PHASES I AND II

>INTRODUCTION=
| This appendix presents an overview of the study design for
‘_Phases I and II of the Title I District Practices Study. It is
intended to make clear the various sources of the data that are
reported in this volume so that the reader can make 1nformed -
judgments as to the validity of f1nd1ngs and analyses.‘ The fol-
~lowingrsections-summarize~the deveélopment of the objectives of"
_the study,ldescribe the sampling design utilized, give'a"chro—
<noiogy of the instrument deveiopment and field‘testing, and
-describe the data collection procedures.: These sections arei o
'supplemented with other materials to help the reader 1nterpret
the analyses that were conducted. Readers ‘'interested in research
methodology and the logistics of data collection willialso find

this material informative.

- DEVELOPMENT OF STUDY OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGIES

' Several activities were initiated immediately after contract
award in an effort to refine the study's objectives and the

research questions that the study was intended to. address.- Con=. .

Lo gres91ona1 officials were 1nterv1ewed and documents were reviewed .
to gather the available-information on program 1mpiementation and
the likely-effects of the new legislation and regulations.' An

y ”Advisory Panel was:esf;hlished to review -and refine study objec-

tives. Research questions were developed based on this input and

related to appropriate data collection methodologies. In the

A-1
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following sections of this chapter, each of these steps is.

discussed in more detail.

Document Review | _ 3

The first majorftask undertaken during the TitHé,I District -
' Practices Study [DPS] was a review of relevant backgroundﬂ
‘mate 1s. ‘The rev1ewvwas performed as a precondltlpn to the
refiighent of study opjectivesband szﬁsequent aevelopment.cf
instrumentation. Doeuments revieued included the following:

o . Pre—1978>Tit1e I statutes and regulations

P
© The Title I law (P. L. 95 561 and the technical amend-
ments, P.L. 96-46) \ _ _

) The General EducatlonAProv131ons Act and the EDGPR
' redgulations .

° The Conference Report (H.R. Report Number 95~ 1753)

® The- House Report .(H. R. Repoxt Number 95~ 1117)

) . . \
° The Senate Report (S. Report Number 95-856)

[ House and Senate Hearings precedlng reauthorxzat oy of
Title I )
. §
° Reports submitted to Congress from the National .nsti-

tute of Education [NIE] Compensatory Education) Study
(e.g., Evaluating Compensaxory Education: An [Int#s:i
Report on the NIE Compensatory Education Stugl%mi
istration of Compensatory Education; Title I F .
Allocation: The Current Formula; Demonstration Studiaes
of Funds Allocation in Districts; The Effents oésSer-
“vices—on Student— Develgpment;—stng AchleVemeqﬂ Test
Scores to Allocate Title i Funds)

® Both seis of proposed Title I regulatlons (June 29,
1979 <ud June 11, 1980)
. A complete set of the reports from the Title I Legal
: Standards Projzrt undartaken for NIE by ths Lawyers
Committee for Civil Lmqhts undexr Law

) Reports prepared by other NIE ~ontractors for the Com-
pensatcry Education Studv (e.g., The Instructional
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_ Dimensions Study; A Comparatlve Analysis of ESER,
Title I .Administration in Eight States; Title I LSEA
Sub-county Allocatlon Study)

o Analyses of Title I undertaken since the 1978 nm,ndm
ments (e.g., A Policy Maker's Guide to Title ¥ nf the
Elementary and. Secondary Education Act and Its Qel&-
tionship to State and Local Special Programsc The
Office of Education Administers Changes 1in a aw:
Agency Respouse to Title I, ESEA Amendments o* “1978;
"An Analysis of the Im act £ the,Proposed,ReetgaﬁI;
zation and Consolidati emonstration Projec (S.

. Report Number 1780) on Title I of the Elemeatﬁﬁy and
Secondary Act of 1965)

As an integral part of this reviéw. we used terrua, nqnpariw
sons of the existing law{'regulatlons, and leglslat'ﬂa_history T

Title I.

Adviééry Panel

The second major ‘task was fhe’fo;matioh of an Advisory
anel. The Tiﬁle I DPS hdvisoryQéanel consisted of 18 menwers.
Four of the persons were from state educatlon agencies, niie weré
from schocl dlstrlCtS, and five were from researx:n ovganlzatlons

or unlver51t es. Adv1sory Panel members were:

Elise Ax’ ' Clarence Morxris
Clark County School District -Arkansas Department of Education
Las Vegas, Nevada Little Rock, Arkansas :
Lillian Barna . Cynthia Peac:k:
San Jose Unified School - _ Benson,. North Carolina
Bistrict ‘
Zan’ Jose, California Leon2l Rosales.
E Brownsville Indeendent SChool

Resie Doughty District. T 7T T
University City Public Schools Brownsville, Texas
University City, Missouri - ’

© " -. . ~Paul Rost »
Richard Duffy : » Albuquerque School District
U.S. Catholic Conference _ Albuque?que, New Mexico -

Washington, D.C. .
- X : : - Jim Sanders

William Grant : Western Michigan Unlver31ty ‘
State Board of Education ' Kalamazoo, Michigan ' i
. Springfield, Illinois '
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Paul Hill Louis Monacel

The . Rand Corporation = Detroit Public Schools

Washington, D.C. : : Detroit, Michigan

Mary Kennedy . Barbara Wylder

The Huron Institute . School District 81

Cambridge, . Massachusetts . Spokane, Washington

Michael Kirst ' ' Eugene Ymiolek

Stanford University : Hillsboro County School District

Stanford, California _Tampa, Florida

' Robert Marley ' Phil Zarlengo

North Carolina Department of Rhode Island Department of
Instruction ' Education

Raleigh, North carolina ; _ Providence, Rhode Island

W The first meetingdgf‘the Advisory Panel was convened on
January 22;23,‘1981. ‘substantial guidance was received regarding
policy issues and'questions_that the'study should address._ The

' Advisory.Panel also met ‘on January 28-29, 1982 to review-p;elimi—
nary findings, to discuss possible'sfecial report topics, and to
consider any follow-up to initial data collection aotivities. A
third Advisory Panel meeting took place June l7e18, 1982 to
review study findings, provide feedback on the study reports, and
give qu.danoe for Phase III of the study.

Refinement of Study Objectives and’ Research Questions

A third major preliminary activity was the rbfinement of

study objectives. Research questions for the DPS were developed

and c0nt1nually refined throughout Phase I of the study. Initial

-reﬁinement was based upon review of relevant literature and
legislation. Subsequent refinement occurred through conversa-
tions with organizations active in Title I legislative delibera-

tions ‘ané informal contacts with colleagues in the field.



. In Nowember 1980 1nterv1ews were conducted with 24\persons

in the Title I program offlce, the U:8« Department of Educatlon s.
_[ED] Office of Plannlng and Budget, and the School F1nance Pro—
ject. ‘These interviews prov1ded cr1t1cal 1nformat10n for 1dent1— ‘
fying the predomlnant concerns of program management ‘and for iso-
lat1ng key 1ocal management issues. o ' a

In December 1980, interviéws were conducted-w;th'lo'per— n
sons in ED's Of%ice of Legislation;.the office of the‘Assistant
Secretary fcr-Nonpublic Educatidn, and'the National Adviscry
Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children; These inter—
views further clarified llkely reauthorlzatlon issues as well as
aided in the reflnement of study objectlves and research ques-
tlons._' . S o v °a._m

In January'l981, eight secondary, nonpublic, and schc?;—' ) )
wide projects~were Visited in order to further familiarize”pro—
‘Ject staff with T1tle I issues at the dlstrlct level.' ﬁesearch.l-'
'questlons and preliminary 1nstruments were examlned and subse—

4

quently refined to capture the. expected 1mpacts of Chapter 1 of

the Educatron Consollda~1o? and Improvement Act [ECIA] of 1981.
This final refinement of *the content of data collection instru-

ments enabled the study to gather certain”baseline data for com- -’

parlsons between the existing Title I law and slmrlar_prov1510ns_

‘1n ECIA, the extent of Title I D1rectors knowledge of ECIA, and
their 1n1tial reactions to the Act's relative strengths and
shortcomings.

The fundamental goal of this studylwas to provide policy-

makegs with systematic descriptions and analyses to inform their
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‘decisiong concerning the regulatory or statutory chgnges intended

.

to improve compensatory education services funded b;lthe Federal

government. for educationally deprived children. Tﬁe two refined

", T S ' . .
. v o o N * A e ! *
study objectives were: : !

@ To describe how locaI;school-diStricts ipplemented
Title I, ESEA under the 1978 legal framework as a
baseline depiction for comparisons to local lmplemen-
‘zation under Chapter 1, ECIA

‘o To document local educators' rationales/ for prograﬁ'
decisions, their perceptlons of the' problems and bene~
fits of existing Title I requlrements, snd their
assessments of expected effects 'of Chaﬁter 1. ECIA oh
school districts' implementation of‘lele I

The focus of the first study objectlve sh1f ed from an

emphasis on asse331ng the 1mpacts of the 1978 ATendments ‘on local
1mp1ementatlon to descrlblng program operatlons}under the 1978
legal framework as a baseline for comparing lodal operation of
Title I under Chapter 1, ECIA. In certa1n areas of special
1nterest, .however, ‘data were collected to, permnt comparlsons of
trn periods prior to and after the 1mplementaﬁlon of the 1978
Amendments.‘ These areas of spec1a1 1nterest %ncluded ‘administra-
tive reporting and paperwork burden, attendance area and student
selection procedures, and types of services érov1ded with T1t1e I
funds. Additional areas covered for cross—tlme comparlsons

““1nc1uded basic: descrrptlve*lnformatlon about the number of

vschoois and students served, grade level and subject area empha-
ses, and funds allocation decisions. J

The second research objective was alsofrefined.to reflect

the current policy context. The study pro?ides detailed
ik,
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assessments froﬁ.locai administrators of the expected effects of
Chapter 1; ECIA requirements on local pfactices.

.Thé two study objectivés-differ primarily‘in'their focus,
but cover similar substance. The first study objegﬁive seeks to
uncoverhthe more objeétive detailing:of-cufrent activities at the
diét:ict level. Thé second study objective foéuses more on-tﬁe
subjective pérceptions of key schooi.officials) their rationales.
for mak}ng'sbecific progfam decisions; #he problems and beqefits_
of existing proJiEions,'and the pra;tices they expect schoél dis-'
tricts to'implement undef EQIA'évérvthe next severai fears.

Relating Research Questions to Data Collection Methodologies

The research questions for each study objective are prer- -

sented in Figure A-l. , Three categories of data were required to

address these research questions:

' L4

® Data deécribiné current. district practices

© Retrospective data for cross-time COmpariséns (school
| years 1978-79 to 1981-82) &

e ’.Prospective'data for assessing the pbssible éffeéts of
‘legislative and fiscal changes

The specific current practices described elsewhere in this
‘ o

report are summarized under’Research Questions 1-3 for Study .

Objective I. They include, for instance, school and student far-

geting procedures, pfécédurééwfaf"EBﬁﬁlying with figdallménage-

ment requirements, program deélgn and staffing patterns, and par-
 ticipation data. A part of this description’rélateg-(through

étatistical and qualitative a:saivses) the cu;fent practices, pro-

.

cedures, and participation data to other district characteristics
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'STUDY OBJECTIVE I:

: | ¢+ FIGURE A+l ' ‘"
, ¥ STUDY‘QBJECTIVES AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS_ g S
L ot . LT Vs . . o LT : , .

! . . <. . . : B e . .. . R

To describe: how local schaol d1str1cts 1mplement Tltle I, ESEA
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K under the 1978 legal franwwork as a baseline depiction for : "
‘ cdmparlson with' 1ocal 1mplementatlon under Chapter 1, ECIA.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

.
¢

What is the current incidence of a broad range of Title I practlces in school

districts throughout the country? These T1tle I practlces concern:

° ; Targetlng of Title I)funds to certaln attendance areas or schools .

° , Identlflcatlon and selectlon of Tltle I students ' ‘1?' e .

) o . Fiscal management requlrements* , |

e  Program de51gn and staffing patterns | ”

®> Parental 1nvolvement, espec1ally in the plannlng, 1mp1ementatlon, and
evaluation of: Title I prOJects

o ‘Coordination among pr grams t . - ‘ : _

at amount and kind -of Title-I services are provided to nonpubllc school

"students and have these ,changed since 19782 -

How do state and Federal requlrements and act1v1t1es affect the management and

"reportlng practices of local school dlstrlcts ooeratlng Title 1 programs?

io‘ ’ . ' . L ’ . ..‘ |
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FIGURE A-1 (cont.)

STUDY OBJECTIVE II: To document local educators' ratlonales for program dec151ons,
their perceptlons of the problems and benefite of existing
Title I requirements, and their assessments of expected effects of
"Chapter 1, ECIA on school districts' implementation of Title I

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. In the following specific areas, why did school districts choose their prese ..

. p011c1es and practices and not others? What do local off1c1als perceive ar
- major problems and benefits of these procedures?

° Targeting of Title I funds to certain attendaﬁée areas or schools
. e Identification and selection of Title I students : ya
Z ° Fiscal management requirements
' ° Proéram design and staffing patterns
° Parent involvement, especially in the plannlng, 1mplementatlon, and

evaluation of Title I projects

o Coordination among programs
!
2. According to public and nonpublic school officials, why did school districts
choose their present policies and practices and not others for nonpublic
. involvement? What do they percelve as the major problems and benefits of these
procedures? What changes do they believe should be made?

3. What are local program directors' perceptions of strengths and weaknesses in
state management practices?

|
4. What changes do school district officials expect under ECIA and for which
requlrements do local program admlnlstrators seek addltlonal clarlflcatlon’ \
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such as enrollment, grades served, geographic location, size ef
‘budget, or state influence variables. '

Cross-time analyses (1978-79 to 1981-82) involve statistical
eomparisons of grade levels served, subject_areas emphasized, and
district level allocation priorities (instructional, auxiliary,
and aaministrative expenditures). The rationales for and the
possible determinants efnthese observed trends are also assessed.

In a more prospective vein, the study collectedtdata which
shed light on the anticipated effects ofg}egislative changes in |
C.apter 1, ECIA and on fiscal cutbacks to Title I. Altheughi”+ﬂmw
local programs under Chapter 1, ECIA were first implemented in
the 1982-83 school yeaf, key interviewees were qneried.in the
.198§L82 school year abont the possible effects of changes'in ECIA
in the1r districts, provisions in the new law for which further .
~clarifications might be usefu;, and assessments of the strengths
and weaknesses of the new law. '

Four methods of collecting data'were.employed, each designed
‘to prodnce avgreater depth of understanding of the issues under
studfl The broadest coverage was provided by a mail survey sent
to more thansé,OOO school districts. This survej used fixed |
alternative responses and asked for data en the f:equency of -
events and ceunts of participants. This 1nstrument'would.pefmit,
for example, a descrlptlon of changes in the allocatlon of Title
I funds across budget categorles and allow these changes to be
related to changes in program characteristics. However, the

.findings from this instrument would not inform policymakers about
: ' ’ )
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the decision-making process that led to the changes, nor indicate
the{rationale(s) supporting the decisions that were made. These
couldﬁbe very important in predicting‘the_c0nsequences of further
changes in legislation yr funding levels. ° |

| To brovide this information, a sample of 100 districts.was
visited for the purpose of conducting in—depth structured inter—
views that probed the de”ision-making process and its ratione‘

ale(s). These data provided rich descriptive detail about the

decision—makingvprocess that buttressed the findings f;om the

'survey. The interview instruments touched the same aréas as the

mail surveys, but provided more opportunities for the fespondents
to answer in their own terms rather than make forced choices.
Instructions to the interviewers to probe for details ensured
that complete responses were obtained.
- Even this methodology would not prouide fully sufficient'.
data about the natufe of all administfative.practices, howeuer.
There were some areas in which there was too-little prior guif

dance in the form of earlier studies or other information'for ‘us

to know w1th certainty what line of inquiry would be most fruit—

) ful. To gather information about these areas,_and to prov1de

°

validation of the other methods ‘of data collection, case studies

(2 data c.llectors on-site for one week) were conducted using our

most expe,ienced staff to obtain as complete a description as_

possible cf the functioning of the Title I program in 20

./:-a-\ '.
dTStrlCtS - : ‘ : _ / \, NG
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In addition, go.districts were visited for two days to
obtain greater detail about the operation of Title I programs for
nonpublic students; This data collection effort was more struc-
tured than the case studies_of administrative practices, Tt
required that the cdata collectors follow up arbiguous leads and
probe sensitively for details. Taken together, these four data
collectlon strategles prov1ded the study with the breadth and
depth of coverage to support the f1nd1ngs and resulted in the

highest quality of.information for policymakers.

SAMPLING DESIGN FOR THE STUDY'S THREE SAMPLES

Three samples were selected for'the'Title I District'Prac- ‘f
tices Study. .The first sample, cb>nsisting of 2{205 fitle I |
Directors in‘representative school districts,‘received a mail
questlonnalre. lhe second sample consisted of lOO representative .
school d1str1cts that we:re v1s1ted by pro](ct staff (the 1nter—

- . view sample) The third sample consisted of 40 school dlstr1cts ;
| where spec1al purpose case 3tud1es were conducted to examine (l).
-snonpubllc 1nvolvement in T1tle I ard (2) local adm1n1stratlon of

Title I.

‘Mall Questlonna . re Sample o .

|\

_The sampllng frame for the mail questlonnalre was con—<

o

structed using the Market Data Retrzeval [MDR] tape, which con- °

tained the most canprehenslve (lOO percent coverage of publlc

-

,_school districLs)vandjmost'current (updated tojSeptember 1980)
listiing of -school ‘districts. R S N o2

v




Three stratification.varlables were employed for.catego—
rizing school'districts prior to selection:’ district size, dis-
trict locatlon, and Orshansky poverty level.’

Threeucategorles for d1str1ct slze were employed. fewer
-than 2,500 students (small); 2,500-9,999 students (medium); and
10,000 or more students (large). Our strategy was to optimize
the deslgn by allocatlngisample siZes to each of t- ' tnree size‘.
categories to equalize the varianoe of thre estimates zerived from .
each of the separate s1ze groups.ﬁ Larger sample‘sizes “.2ve used
for the two smallest s1ze categor1es to offset the effe .. . 2f
smaller sampllng fractions 'in thése strata. Tme final uzmpie
size for the small stratum was 9l5; for the.medlum stratum, 745;
and for the large stratum, 3é0:sthool districts. In addition; we
selected with certainty the 60 largest districts in the United
States; o . T

Within each'of the~three district size grodpings; school
districts were categorlzed along an urban1c1ty dimengion as cen-
tral city, urban frlnge, or aonmetroi..itan dlstr;cts. LlStrlctS
were alsorseparated‘into one of thrsue categories usirng the third
stratification wvariable, the Orshansiy povertyulevelf districts
with 25 percent or more of students telow the‘poverty leval, dis-
tricts with l2—24.percent of students below the poverty level,
and distrlcts with fewertthan 12 percent of students belom the
poverty. level. '

Since not all_soﬁool districtsdhave Title'Icorbgrams,'sample-

size was aﬁgmentedAto reflect expected proportions in each size
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programs.

. ) A : .
gtratum of districts with Title I programs.* The overall selec-—

tion process resulted in the selection of 2,305 school district s.

From this pool, 100 school districts with Title I programs were

selected systematically for the interview sample, leaving 2,205
school d1°tr1cts for the mall questlonnalre sample (see lele
A-1).. Of these remaining d1str1cts, 149 did not have Title I

' Thls resulted in a’ sampling frame.of 2, 056QTitle I"school
districts for the mail questlonnalre sample. The. final response
rate fxom Tltle 1 dlstrlcts receiving a mail questlonnalre wasaa

. # ey
87.2 percent, resulting in an”actual respondent sample size of

l,793'3chocl'dist:icts.

Interview Sample

A sample of 100 school.districts was chosen from the origi-
nal pool of 2,305 described in the previous section. These 100
Gistricts were selected with probability methods so as to result
i roughly equalunumbers in each of the groupings. Intervlews‘
were conducted with the district's Title I Director,. Coordinatof
of Instructlon, Speclal Educatlon D1rector, and the Blllnguul/ESL

Dirrutor in each of these d1str1cts which employed such admlnls-

' trators on a full or part—t1me bas1s. The cha1rperson of the

District Advisory Council and at least one.member of a School

'Advisory'Council were also intefviewed in each district in this

- *Sample sizes were augmented based upon data from a fast

response survey of "School Districts Part1c1pat1ng in Mult1ple

- Federal Prograjms" publlshed by NCES (Fast Response Survey Report'

No. 7) in .1979. , ‘ oL

A-14
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TABLE A-l

» -

SAMPLE SELECTION. AND STRATIFICATION BY DISTRICT SIZE
FOR' THE MAIL SURVEY AND INTERVIEW SAMPLES -

ST~¥
|

District Size | Number_éf Districts Sample : Rugmented Interview Mail Survey-
| Stratum ’ From MDR Tape Selection Sample Sample . Sample
B . - ) ' . ) , . . .
Small (fewer than 2,500 ‘11,396 . 915 1,089 ‘ 31 1,058
students) o ; 4 ' '

Medium (2,500-9;999 . 3,182 , ‘~ 745 - 760 .33 727
students) ‘ . . . :

- Large (10,000+ students) 620 380 .73 11 385
‘Certainty (Among 60 largest 60 ' ‘60 60 ' : 25 _ 35
districts) SR X
TOTAL - o 15,258 2,100 - 2,305 100 - 2,205




sample. Depending on the size of the district and'the time allo—.
° .

cated to a specific visit, at least two Title I schools were also
visited. School visits entailed interviews with the Principal,
A T , . ) |

one Title I instructor, and one regular classroom teacher. Both

teachers were randomly selected.

"Samgle for Case Studies on Local Administration

Selection of the districts for the local administration case

Y

studies was based primerily'on the questions we intended to exam-
R L

ine in the case studies. The three substantive issues we wished

. > o . ) :
- to explore in these case studies were: .

[ Interactions between district and school-level per-
sonnel in the implementation of Title I projedts

o Effects of changing resources on local admlnlstratlon
of Title.I
® "}Effects of multiple categor1ca1 programs on d1str1ct

and school adm1n1stratlon of Title I
To maximize the information obtained about these issues, we
used a two-stage strategy to select sites. First, -states were

identified based on the following criteria:

° Percentage decline in Title I allocatlons from 1980-81
to 1981-82
® State per pupil expendltures for the handlcapped
° Experts' recommendations on states' handicapped effort
3_ Existence of funded state biiingual programs
'lo ' Existence of funded state compensatory,education
programs
s Experts"estimates of the state educational agency
[SEA] control of, or involvement in, local Title I

administration

373
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The second stage involved purPOEiﬁely sampling school dis-

tricts from selected- states based on the,following criteria:

® SEA recommendations :

i

! ' ‘
o Ratio of 1981- 82 funds allocatlons to 1980- 81 alloca-

tions
e  Number of handicapped child%en served
e ﬁumber of 11m1ted %ngllsh—prof1c1ent [LEP] chlldren
served ' .
“ |
e Number\of"minofity,childre&
®  Total students / | !’ o
° Number of schools ; o

. . ' i : :
The last two criteria--number of students and number of
. ! . A
schools—--resulted more from practicél concerns than from substan-
tive issues. Most of the sites se%ECted for our special case

studies were districts: with medium jor large enrollments (20,000
. ” i

to 50,000 stedente). We believed ﬁhap distficts of this'size:
would yield richer data about loca# Title I administiation than
'emaller districts in which distri%t—school interactions were less
comélex. Moreover, it was feasibie to do a case study of'a: dis—
' trict'of_this.size'in one week--the tiﬁe we had allocated; i;
l'woq1d;have Been difficult ﬁo obtain comﬁrehensive descriptionS'of
extremely large districts in tha amount of‘time; Thus, we
believe that our two-gtage purpd#ive sampling plan provided us
with 20 sites with a hlgh probability of ylelding 1mportant

information on- dlstrlct—school admlnlstratlon of Title I and thatv

were of a manageable size for one-week site visits.
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Sample for Case Studies on Nonpublic Involvement

Twenty districﬁs_were seleéted as sites for case studies
examiping_nonpublic iﬁvolvement in Title I. Theée districts were
recéﬁmended by a number of sources including state Title I
Coqrdinators,,U.S. Department of Education officials, and repre-
seﬁtatives from nonpublic education organizations. Districts
were_selected on the'basis/of (1) broad geographical representa-
tion,'(2)‘a(ran§e7in size, aﬁd (3) reputations for a particularly
effective nonpublic involvement, problems with such participa-
;ion, or uniqge approachés to invdlving honqulic students.

Given the limited existing ihformatioﬁ on nonpubiiq involve-
ment in Title I, the.diversity of state laws and.locél practices,
and the complexity of nonpublic and public interactions, deci-
sions were made on a site-by-site basis about thé individuals to
be interviewed, the questions tone-asked,‘and otﬁéf forms of.
.data‘ﬁo be Feported in the_write—up'Of:each case study.

In general, however, thelréspoﬁdents included:

e Title I Director

° Nonpublic school system official !
® Principal from one or two nonpublic and public schools

with Title I students

® Principal from one or two nonpublic schools without
Title I ’ . '

[ - . ’ _
The nonpublic school system officials were knowledgeable
persons -from the nonpublic school sector with the highest parti-

cipation rate in the district's Title I program, usually the

4
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Catholic school system; Hd&ever, in districts with large rumbers
of non-Catholic school children in nonpubiic schoels, a knowl—'
edgeable perspn from that sector was also intervieQed; Princi-
pals .representing schools w1thout Title I were selected from non-
public schools. in public school attendance areas with the highest

*

concentration of 1ow—1ncome families.

INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT

" A set of 18 instruﬁents was developed for the DPS.. Included
were four forms of the mail questicnnaire- 9 1nterv1nw instru- ‘
‘mencs that were used to collect data,from respondents at the 100
representative schoel districts; and a érpup.oﬁ'interView,instrufg*
ments tnat Was employed in the speciaé~purPdse cage studies. A,;
list of the instruments is presented in Figure'Aré.

| These instruments were developed in consultation with offi-
cials from the ED' s Planning and Evaluation Serv1ce, Title I pro-
gram officials, and tne study's Adv1sory"Panel. fn av01d need-
less duplication, we carefully raviewed existing data sources and
previops‘studies.of Title I's administration. we'also discussed
the objectives and scopeé of this’ study with program officials and
the staff of _previous Title I studies to ensure that ralevant
1ssues were addressed in the 1nstrumentation and ‘that cross-time
comparisons would be possible.' | |

‘'The study's instrumentation was initially pretested in four

districts during January 1981. Sites selected for pretests
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. FIGURE A-2

LIST OF INSTRUMENTS o

-4

Interview Sample S

ﬁ‘ Title I Director . o S o

7

"°Céord1nator of Instructlonal Pomponent

JoxEY

. !

II..

III.

Iv.

< h.)

.—' 4! o

Sp¢c1alaEducatlon Dlrector - '.' . B .‘ z.;
BllinguéleSL Director : _ : ' '~.
" PAC Cha;rperson/Member T
SAC\Chalrperson/Member s

r

Principal S

Title I Instructor . - - o

Reguldr Classroom Teacher X

\‘,.

L -

Mail Questionnaire
»?orm A Core, Schobl Selection, Student Selectlon, Pro-
gram Design and Stafflng : )

p) ' ~'

Form B - Core, Parent Involvement, Instructionaltsérvides‘

Form C - Core, Fiscal Management; Ndnpublic Involvement

Form D. - Core, Interactlon w1th State Title I Offlce,
‘ Audlts and Complaint Resolutlon "

Nogpubllc Case Study

IItle I Dlrector
Nonoublic School System 0ff1c1al

Pr1nc1pal of Nonpubllc School w;th T1tle I Students
Pr1nc1pal of Nonpubllc School w1thout T1tle I Students

Local Admlnlstratlon Case Study = -

Fleldworker Gulde
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represented-a variety of geografhic’ locations, district sizes,

.and grades served. The pretests Proéided‘infermation'on-

. - e

() Fea51b111ty of the instruments to collect the de51red
data
i ° Apprqprlateness of 1tems to measure the desired phe-
nomenon - )
. v : ,‘
) Improvements to. the formatting of.the instruments .
. ) Actual admlnlstratlon time required for purposes of

est1mat1ng respondent burden
A second round of formal pretest vieitslto five districts

was conducted in late February 1981 -that 1ncorporated revisions

to the draft instruments based on the'’ first pretest. Durlpg,both

rounds ‘'of pretesting, a broad range- of local Title I officiale

(e g., Directors, érincipals, teachers,.Parent Advisory Ceqncil
,members) were queried-to'ensure that all major adﬁihietrative
_issués.were addressedt The pretesting also provided guidahCe

concerning possible relationshiés among state, district, and’

A matrix éampling_approach‘was,utflized to reduce respohdent'
o . . 7 ¢ :
burden on the Title I Directors receiving the mail questionnaire.

‘school level‘variables{ - -

Instrumentation for the Mail Questionnaire

There was a core set of 34 items aSked'of all reépcndentsl 'These
- 1tems addressed the fundamentalépurposes J% the Title I 1eglsla-
' tlon and were 1dent1f1ed as cruc1a1 basellne data to 1nform major

pollcy issues:. number of‘students served by grade level, number

of schools served, financial data;'and-assessments-df the best
- © \ - .

[

-Hand worst features of the current lay and the likely effects of

ECIA. - - -

3

S




o ) \ - . . \
- ot . . .
.t

The rema1n1ng pool of 103 1tems was- divided 1nto 4 groups

,

of conceptually re;ated 1tems. No’ more than 67 questlons were

-
[ ’ [

contained ih any version of the questionna%re. ot n
In addition t0’the'core ouestions. Form A of the mail ques-
tlonna1re conta1ned questlons regard1ng three felated subjects——

targetlng, student selectLon, and program deslgn and stafflng.‘

. R

Wher. achool drstrlct off1c1als planned théir Title I programs, ¢

they often had to make s1multaneous decisions about the number of
<, . = . .
schools or attendance areas. served the number of students

<

rece1v1ng T1tle,¢ services in these schools, and the ‘grade

level(s) and conter. area(s)vemphasized,in their Title I pfba N
o/ * . )
grams. The grouping of ‘the questlons in thls form of the ma;l '

questlonnalre reflected those 1nterdependent dec1slons at the -

-

- local -level. 1In addition, Chapter 1, ECIA changes some key
-aspects of these requlrements in the Title I, ESEA law. This

group of - respondents, therefore, 'was also asked to make 1nformed

[}
. B

judqment§ about the pos81ble effects of changes 1n ‘the new Chap-

ter 1 law on target1ng and student selection procedures over the

\ )

next several years. '., )

>

[2

Form B of the mall queatlonnalre was composed of. questlons

co regardlng two related subjects——parental 1nvolvement and 1nstrUc—'

tlonal serVLces. The Title. I leglslatlon stlpulated that par-

.ents, through school and d!strlct—level adV1sory counc1ls, should

be involved in the design, 1mp1ementatlon, and assessment of

Title I programs. ' Federal pilicymakers also requested informa-
IR
-+ tion about other factors that contributed to the instructional
(N \ vy
¢ :. -

D -
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.‘ ) . .
programs offered bv school d1str1cts with, Tltle I- funds. By v

grouplng these two types of questJ.ons.L wejpxpected a more coher—.-

egthg cture of the mult1ple forces affect1ng local decision:

a
makers' rat;onales for the1r.eglst1ng_programs and_ chanaes in
their decision processes. This group of'respondents was also

]
I

S |
[N -

asked to reflect on how parental 1nvolvement m1ght change over

the next several years in their d1str1cts under the Chapter 1,

. ECIA. leg1slatlon whlch ollmlnates the mandatory Paren* Adv1sory

PR\
'Counc1l requlrements. Lt : . » ' .
- . L]
. . v v . '
r

Form C‘of the Mall QuestJOnnalre was composedcof ‘two sets of

"'d1st1nct ltems. The f1rst set .of questions dealt w1th f1scal

- -

requ1fements such as comparability and-maintenance of effort._

Since the new Chapter'l,“ECIA alters these provisions,:respon-'

-

depts in these groups made informed judgments about‘posslble

vlmpacts of ‘these ‘new provlslons. The "second set of questions
dealt,w1th services to nonpubllc students.- -';~;m;mdmbwwgunm
- . .> . - . - o." . . * R

Form D of the Mai% Questlonnalre contaLned questlons on the ;

-

1nteractlo between local school d1str1cts .and the state T1tle I

off1ce,_as well as on. the related topics of auditing and cam-

2 L]

plalnt.resolutlon. Grouplng these sets of 1tems prov;ded compre-

hensive’information on -the state's ‘role in appllcatlon,approval,

.

monitoring,"and technical assistance as_perceived byulocal Title

\ I officials, as well -as possible relationships, between percep-
i ‘ . . » N L ‘ .
tions and ‘reported practices in the areas of auditing and com-

2

plaint resolution.-
L

Qe T el




Instrumentatlon‘for the Interv1ew Sample : : N

RN

~

The 1nstrumentatlon for the 1nterv1ew sample consisted’ of a
1 -~ . "

n1ne—part package of 1nterv1ew protocolé (see F1gure A-2). The

.

basic issues addressed in these 1nterv1ew protocols were those in .

\ - , "

" the npll questlonnalre; "however, ‘the content varled to reflect
N : b . ’ » ¢
the diverse-perspectivés, experiences, and.responslbllltles_of

. .
e

each respondent group. 'The intervieﬁ.also permitted probing

questlons not possible in the mail questlonnalre.g Accordlngly,

th% 1nterv1ew 1nstruments focused on e11c1t1ng ratlonales for

-
[

relatlonshlps among various local declslons and practlces 1n
‘ | . , oo

.1mp1ement1ng Title I., -’
& v.-q S

Instrumentatlon for Case Studies on Local Admlnlstratlon

. .
- The 1nstrument for_the case studles on local administration

of Tltle I was a Fleldworker Guide. The.Fieldworker«Guide'waé

[¥ad 4

divided 1nto gseven sectlons- * , , 2 s
e “WfommwﬂuEnv1ronment”of the T1t1e T program ”ﬁf ‘t"f“} " N
e School selection and resource allocation R P S
N Student‘selectlon . ) ':‘. ; T T
N o ) ‘o ‘Program design' ‘ ) I |

o —Influence of other spec1a1 programs

‘.-M . Influences on dlegrlct—school 1nteractlons K
ol.. ‘Vlgnette of the district Title I program E \ )

. - ‘ .
Each of the f1rst f1ve sectlons was made up of f1ve or six ques—

. 'tlons wh1ch the f1e1dworkers answered aftef exam1n1ng Tltle I
'documents anda1nterv1ew1ng dlStIlCt personnel.. For each of these

'questlons, the gulde provided suggestlons on whlch documents to

3 ) LN
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- ’ . .
" . . .

review, which pegple to interview; and what @ﬁrategfes to.use to

* answer the qnestions. Slnce c1rcumstance“ #mied froﬁ site_to '
site, the preclse questlons f1eldworkers s ﬁistrict regpon-—-
‘dents coula not be specified'in advanoe. B T - base study
' instrument was aimed at standardizind data co!. :vvion as\mnch-as
- ¢ - .

possible so ‘that cross s1te comparlsons and analyses would be

-
Pd -

posslble whlle allowlng for var1atlons from site te site and for

‘ N\

detectlon of serend1p1tous f1nd1ngs. The‘fle 'workers made final

dec1s10ns on documents, respond%pts, and strategles based on what

they learned about the Tltle I programs in the d1str1cts they -

¢

: v1s1ted.- "The sixth sectlon—-lnfluences on local 1nteract10ns--
Ve »

stated several hypotheses for the f1e1dworker to assess:# The
‘ »
.seventh sectlon asked the fleldworker to’ wrlte a. v1gnette of the

program wh1ch summariZed the salient characterlstlos and issues

Y

”77re1ated to ‘Title I in. that d1strlct..mwﬁ~ T R ‘
o R .

Instrumentation for case Studies on Nonpublic”Involvement

N ' ‘ N 4. . e,

- Both the mail questionnaire and representative'interyiew "

samples}proyided survey information on participation rates of

-el

" nonpublit schooldstuﬁents and'otﬁer data describing Title I pro;h
graga for students attending'nonpublic schoois.- To‘auément these

broad descr1ptlons, this study explored poss\ble barrlers to nens

publlc school partlclpatlon and ways in whlch d1strlcts have

overcome these barriers. - . . c o T
. . O ’ ' : . '

. . .. 1 . -
In general, questions in the nenpublic interview_ protocol
* - . - . ° .‘. N
were far more open-ended than in the.interview sampl-e. instrumehts
Y 1] . AT . . . L i 3 ) .
‘and relied more extensively on probes. fof each question when

.

i
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. . »

appropriate. other forms of evidence examined in the nonpnblic

case studies included. x : .0

[ ) Relevant correspondence between the public school sys—
tem » 'd-nonpublic schools relating to Title I : .
. . ‘@ " state laws pertaining to serving students in nonpublic .
' schools with’ public iunds
. o P - v » .
[ ) fRefhvant state guidelines or other technical assistance
6 materials on serving nonpublic school students -in the
" Title:. T program . , - .
FIELD OPERATIONS FOR REPRESENTATIVE AND SPECIAL PURPOSE SITE
VISIT SAMPLES - - ; .
9 . b * ) ' . ’ . RN RS
J Communication with Participants ' -~ ' L -

'0

After 100 districts “had been randomly selectea for ‘the
tnterview sample, a-planned series of ccmmunications were initiQ

ated with each district and state Title I office. The nature and
6 © A v , ’
P sequencing of those communications are: indicated below.;V C e
A .

. v “

(1) ‘State Title I Directors were phoned and informed Oof the
v study and of those districts Within the state thatfhad
been selectea for VlSltatlon. .

i . . . b

(2) - Written Verification of (1) above was_prov:ded to all
states. L : . ;/ E :
> o (3) District Title 1 Directors were phoned and informed of:
‘ ' the study. . Their voluntary participation was sought at
' ' this time, and. ‘general information -about- the district -
"N ‘'was’ requested. . ' °
(4) - Written verification of (3) above was émov1ded~to all
' sites. 'A letter was sent to the district Suyperinten-
dent, the district Titlé I Coordinator/Directon, and R
the state Title I Director.
(5) Phone calls weré made to the Title I Director, to
. arrange the dates of the g scheduled visit, the s¢hools
to be Visitgg} the teachdrs to be interviewed, and
other appropriate details of. the ViSit. These calls
. were made at least three weeks prior to actual visits. -~

3=




- Title I Directors. "_. : |

“. . . . . . N ‘ .
(6) Wrrtten verifiCation of all detafis agreed to in (5)
" vas, provided to the district.

(7)N‘Introductory calls by interViewers to~the districts
werg made two days“prior to the scheduled site visit
‘an@® served to confirm tHe interview schedule and other
data collection/travel arrangements._

(8) Thank you calls were made from Advancged Tedhnology fo
each district after the completidn -of the visit.

(9) Thank you letters were sent to each district after =
' the completion\{gf the visit.

N
N

&

_ Communication with' spec1ar purpose'sites proceeded in much.

the,same'fashion as descdribed above. Due'to the-relatively less
. i . S o ) .
structured,protocols‘for the specfal purpose sites, however, mors

attention was focused on determining the particular people to be
interViewed at each site. All’special'purpose sités were'also

sent thank you letters and additional informational material when -
13 . l
requestéd S o ‘

Selection and Training of Data Collectors S

Twelve inte;;ie$ers were selected to’ complement the perma-
nent Adyanced Technology Title I staff in conducting site VlSlts\
and case Btudies. Candidates wére.recruited thr'ough adyertise-
ments in newspapers and neﬁsletters; contacts ‘with other research

-

4
organizations, and suggéstions offered by several state and local

~
- .0 -

"Over 120 applications were received asia result of the
) !
recruitment effort. After reVieWing these applrcations, senior

i

DPS progect staff interViewed the 40 most’ highly qualified candi-

¢ ]

dates by phone. Two references'were.contacted.for each candi-'
. - - M 3 < ! o ] o
date. Based upon this series of ‘interviews and .recommendations,
. : L % .

hd Lo
i
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22 individuals were invited to. face-to-face interviews with preo-

-

‘ject staff. - Twelve finalists were then selected. i

, °

The 12 interviewers were mailed training“materials shortly’

n
5

after selection. A series of study questions were sent along .
with the study materials to gu1de -the interViewers in their ‘pre-

paratory review. InterViewers were asked to respond to these

,questions and mail them back to Advanced Technology A The
'responses helped identify areas which deserved moregin-depth

cgverage during the fornal.training. . ) L
. L}

" The training agenda focused on the statutory and regulatory

prOV1SlonS of Title I and changes to these prov1sions in Chap-

»

4
ter l, ECIA, the use of data collection instruments“ and’%he

development-of enhanced interv1ew1ng skills., N ,
Eéch interviewer was given a training manua§ which contained

. -\-
essential information on 1nterv1ew1ng¢techniques, prOcedures for

recording da?a, confidentiality and respondent rights, field '
2 ' - L4 - - *

editing ‘and reportrng, and travel procedures;\ ' -

Each interviewer was alsb given a.Question-by-Question

' . - : o b ‘ N o o <

Specifications .Manual. This manual contained the full set of-

1nterv1ew 1nstruments w1thinotes explaining any 1ntr1cacies sur- -
‘ 'rounding indiVidual°questions. Many of the annotations served to.

! ' =

highlight the similarities and differences between "existing T1tle

N

.

P AI‘requirements'and those in ECIA. Such explicit comparisons

I - ' . : . e e N

indicated-to theé.interviewer those. items which merited a full .

X ‘ ) ‘_ . M ¢ 4 N .
discussion of pendin chan es in certain program features
o

affecting implementatgon at’ the local level. These manuaks were
™~ S .

used extensively during the training sesSions. P

N

e 4
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- . -

The major toplcal areas addressed in the tralnlng were

targetlng, student §e ectlon, frscal management, program design,

and staffingu mgltlple‘program issues, 'state’ interaction angd

-

: . =z - : ', R :
audits, and local administration. For each of these areas, a

3 . . . . ;
senior staff. member presented an inttoductory lecture. This

N

S - . >

4 .

staff member then led. a demonstration role play which was fol~ *

lowed by a group revieQ of the dembnstratiQn: After'the'newiew,

'Aftervthese'topical areas had been addressed,
-, e ) L - .
diSCpssion'pf'each instrument was held. Individual

- - {

all” of the interviewers participated in role play activities..

a'detailed

s ™
¢

items were

discussed~using the Question-by-Question Specifications Manual as.

Lal
view instruments.

DATA COLLECTION e

Representative Site Visits- .

¢ -
-

+- The interviewers visited a.totai 6ff100~school

receiving Title I funds. ‘The sedhencing
tﬁE sites>within a reasonableldriving radius\(up to

.

th airport nearest the initial'site were scbedﬁled

’ . . «

Ta oop for- car travel. 'By sequencing sites in this

1n erviewers returned to the same metropolitan area

1

'fh Yy began the loop, thereby reduc1ng unnecessary travel and

4 K

ex endlturesf ‘ LT

! -

a guide. Role_piay was thenaenacted~using the specifia inter-

distrigts -

sjte visits was based
primarily dpon consideration of possible cost efficiencies. All

175 miles) .of
e N .

so as to form

‘manner{ the

from which

" *
'

The twelve temporary interViewers and nine rotating perma-

nent project staff members formsd'eight-site'visit teams.. Each

J ' -

1

S aasgge o
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team was assigned to one of eight'regions'for theifirst three °
weeks'of site visits. ?or the second three:weeks:,each‘inter—
luiewer was teamed'yith»a different person andﬁconducted{site
visits in a'differeng reoion. ; . o T ' g
District visits varred_in'lenééh; the.avérage visit took'tGo

‘days to complete. The length of each Qisit was based upon:
¢ \

° Number'of‘schools in district _ ' .

- 6;f' School’population ‘ .
e Program complexity. : ,
o District preference "

The number of 1nterv1ews conducted 1n each district also
-

varied. Reported below are the number of district level inter-

views cbmpleted by respondent category dur1ng~the representative:

. -

site v191ts:

~ - .

Respondent . . . o Number of Interviews
Title I Director o i & 100
Coordinator of Instructional o 70
'Cqmponent ) :
Special Education*Director T 91
Bilingual/ESL Director - ' ' 48
oy DAC Chairberson,or;Member | | ._h L. _ o8

In each district, a number of schools were visited (inrdis—
- . L
tr1cts w1th more than one Title I school) on ‘a strat1f1ed random

bas1s. If a d1str1ct served é@bondary or nonpublic. school stu-=
- 4’

dents, at lqast one Qf each of these schools was v1s1ted The



> s . .
number of schools visited ranged from one to seven depending

. upon: | i y ' ' .
-®  Total number of schools in the district
i .. ® Schcol pcpulation | i
o Secondary and nonpublic partlclpatlon 1n the Title I
"~ * program

The total number of each type of school visited was ‘as follows-"

School Type Number of Interviews
Elementaryﬂ(K-G) s 182!
Secondary (7-12) ‘ : 54
Nonpublic ' : 40

At the schools visited, the following personnel were inter-

> Viewed: B
# Respondent -4 ) Numher of ihterviews
;School Principal - ' 'l 276
Title I Instructor : 276
Regular Classroom. Teacher = 276

- At one of the schools vigited in each district, we also -
'1nteru1ewed a member of “the School Adv1sory Counc11 [SACJ We

conducted a total of 74 such interviews. . In 26 of these schools,

’

either the’ school d1d not operate a Tltle I SAC or the member who

”

was randomly selected .was not avallable durlng the site v1s1ts.

Special Purpose Case~Study Site V1s1ts . N

Case studies were conducted 'in 40 special purpose sites

between November and December 1981. Twenty of the v1s1ts exam-
ined nonpublic participation in Title I programs. The” remaining

Y .
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20 visits fodused on the local administration of Title I pro-

grams.

Each nonpublic site was visited for twoldayss The first'day
was spent conducting'interviews with personnel in the districts'.
central‘office, the participating nonpublic schools, and the non-
public school supervising office. The following day was spent
reviewing correspondence .between nonpublic and public school&
and logs of district'communication with nonpublic schools, if
they;existed. In general, the first day was used for gathering
facts as,related by speclfic individuals within the district. - )
The second day-was spent verifying and supplementing that infor-
mation through document rev1ew, further discussion, ahd whatever
means seemed most appropriate w1th1n the partlcular district.

v

The: local adm1n1strat10n case studies were more complex and

i requlred f1ve days at each s1te to adequately complete them. The

f1rst/two days of these v1s1ts were structured and involved !
1nterv1ews w1th such central off1ce staff as the Title I D1rec-;/‘
“tor, the Coordinator of,Instructlonal Component, . and*the D1rector }
'of‘Special Programs. The‘last three days were spent following«up
.any. leads these d1scusslons may have revealed which were relevant-

“

"to questlons in the case study protocol. /"

¢

This follow—up act1V1ty entalled further d1scusslons w1th7
relevant personnel and the collection and review of documents
1nclud1ng correspondence, project descr1ptlons at the 1nd1v1dual’

schools, ‘agendas of meetings where 1nstruct1Qnal approaches and .

student selection were discussed, rosters of students cons1dered



. ‘ "~... . .. K N 'E \ v
for selection in Title I programs, and districts' Title I appli- -

cation(s).

- DATA PROCESSING

Processing:zof Mail“Ouestionnaires

.

To ensure_ that every mall questlonnalre site rece1ved a

,

questionnalre and no more th/p the approprlate number of followé
P

Lo

up letters, a thorough monly 1ng procedure was followed

[~ .
The mall questlonnalres were returned dlrectly to Advanced

DN

Technology by District Tltle I D1recﬁ%rs._ The recelpt of each
‘instrument was recorded in a master log, and the lnstrumenrs were
grouped into batches for coding.-questionnaireS'were checked at
this point in Ehe process ro-ensure_that all pages were present
and that there had not been any tamperingiwith the ldentification
zxnumberé. Questionnaires that contained a majority"of items in an
incorrect format were referred to the senlor project staff:
"Where p0551ble, the senior project staff attempted to‘correc; the
.5problem with a phone call to.the disEricts in question. Instrué.
. {mentslhhat were ln order were then peSsed on to the codingrépaff;
A series-of ;hree follow-up letﬁers were sentr.ae appropriq .
%ate, to nonresponding districts in an effort to secure‘the
greatest number of mail questionnaire returng."'ﬁach district'not

respondingﬁto these follow-up letters was contacted by phone and

offered an identical mail questionnaire if, the first sent had not

> . o

been received or‘if itahad _been wisplaced. \ \\:Q

ProceSSLng of Interview Instruments,

When packets of 1nterv1ews were rece1ved, they were exam-

ined,- for completeness. Senior staff, for example, reviewed each

$r
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.packet; and attention was paid to ensure that sufficient detail
e : I ‘ ) &

had been recorded for -proper coding of the regponses. - If" the
interview packet was incomplete'or unc1ear, phohe calls were made
to the approprlate 1nterv1ewer or school official. Interview '

materials were then forwarded to the coding staff.

. pata Coding

Several procedures were employed to maintain a high level of
- q W
guality control over the cod1ng of the study s raw data. First,

coding of the open—ended 1tems on the ma11 questlonnalres and the

. -
- -

interview instruments was performed by speclally trained staff

3 - . ! : . '
members. Categories for all items were developed in .advance and
covered a broad range of possible responses. Before tRe actual
- ' d ;
° : . L2 7 o . B
data were received, all coders coded a series of test protocols

to ensure that intercoder reliability was at 1east 90 percent.

Training was- repeated until such re11ab111ty was achieved.

_} "
Cod1ng frameworks were expanded as nece331tated by questlon-

naire respgnses.: When pre—establlshedvframeworks were found*
»
<, <. .
\response codes were developed, approved by the

Manager for Data Anafg;ls, and uniformly adopted by all coders.

1nadequate, new

Whlle cod1ng was in progress, the senior staff rev1ewed

)

. coded instruments to verify their accuracy and thoroughneSS. Any

deficiencies discovered were brought to the attention of the
- ' - ' o
individual coder. Once a11 instruments had been coded, #they were.

LY

agaln rev1ewed before being sent to keypunchlng.

: | ' ) N ' | | . . .. | h
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* Keypunching and bata Cleaning

t

, All reEpohses'were converted +o numeric codes and then key-
‘ punched onto magnetlc tape. All ;undhed data was verifie& by the.
keypunchers. ? J #ﬁf(/ N o ’
Both automated and“m;hual”verirication were_performodgg'The
) first step of ‘data verffiéation'was prelimiﬁary validation;/-
' EASYTRIEVE software modules ver1f1ed the follow1ng items” gp the

‘v

. raw data files for each fq;m type: .
+ . . W -/ -'

-

o , Iaentification code validity--validation done against a”
table of district codes valid for e€ither the interview
, sample instrument or the mail questionnaire
- . : : . . . - -
. f e Form number validity . ‘f . ~ N
e ?orm sequenceinumber validity -
° Card number validity--verification of the proper

sequence and correct number of records within each set
" The EASYTRIEVE modules generated error listings. Erroneous

data werg checked againstuthe‘origidal forms an{/ corrections were -
4 ’ . .‘
‘s . made. At this point, ‘the interview sample instruments and the
.-" B . - ‘ ‘ =D
- mail questionnaires were handled in a somewhat different manner.

.3

The 1nterv1ew instruments contained a large number of Varlf-

abies (over 1,100 comblned), but the number of casgs of any one‘
/ form to be processed was relatively small. Therefore, for the

sake of efficienoy, further valldatlon of these 1ns€ruments
employed'both automated and manual means.

All interview data underwent a preliminary frequency ohech
on-all variables usiné-the‘Statistical'Package“for‘the éooial.
Sciences [S?SS]. This;rapidly iéentified-data mhioh fell out of

’ . ’
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) : N 1 e . .
o’ . ] " ' °

1egitimate ranges., The instrumentse for the Title I Director,

-Coordlnator of Instructlonal Component, Special Education Direc- -

-tor, Bilingual/ ESL D1rector, and Pr1nc1pa1 were then manually
-va11dated to verlfy proper sk1p p*tterns,-ranges, and other’

o

requlrements. - . .

The DAC instrument, SAC instrument, Title I Instructor, and
L - - '

' . © e ) .
Regular Classfoan Teacher forms we}e further validatled using a
)
- generallzed COBOL data- valldator developed for this project.

Th1s software performed the same type ‘of" ver1f1catlon done manu* >.

" ally on the other 1nterv1ew forms.' Var1ab1es wh1ch fell out of
range in the SPSS ver1f1cation were checked u31ng this validator.
- Y . ) °

Output from this va11datlon was automat1ca11y separated 1ntof

files of’valldiand>1nva11d data.: Invalid data elements were
.checkedpagainst the originaf forms and corrections‘were\made
where appropriate. - Lo ) ' \;

Slnce 1, 793 marl questlonnalres were processed, th; data . .

P

verification for these forms was entirely automated. After the
' ' . - 4
pre11m1nary va11datlon.descr1bed earliér, the COBOL lidator wa s

uséd to~ver1fy range and skip patterns. The gew edlts that could
not be performed by this means were performed through specially

written EASYTRIEVE, COBOL, SPSS, and PL/I modules.

‘Data that- failed the editing -procedures were handled in

. several ways;. For items that .permitted development of appropri- -
ate corré}tion rules (e. g.,'skip'patterns),"proérams were dsgei-
A%
oped that automatlcafiy mod1f1ed the rejected data. For other

1tems, the original questlonnalres and 1nterv1ews were accessed /

L ""‘ ' h t
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to determine if the rejgcted data were due to keypunch errors; if

L]

sc; they were replaced with corrected values.
Invalld data not due to keypnnch errors (1nc1ud1ng m1ss1ng

responses for 1tems) were handled in two ways. ‘Values for 1tems

D -

1dent1f1ed as. cr1t1ca1 were pursued w1th follow—up phone ca11s.

If this was, unsuccessful m1ss1ng data values were 1nserted for

9

‘ those var1ab1es. Values for rejected data that could hot be -cor-

rected by . follow-up were maintained w1th documentatlon 1nd1cat1ng

the reason for rejection. Noncr1t1ca1 invalid data were class1—

o

fied as missing_without an attempted correctien by follow-up.
Files of cleam data were built by cbntinually merging subn

flles of data which were either clean from the start or whlcl had

1

been corrected and reva11dated. At the end of- the ver1f1cat10n

J"process; there was one-file of totally valid data for,each form

L. . . €

type. - |

?ile'Organization.‘

A The data files that were created are access.?le by either

the SPSS or the Stat1st1ca1 Ana1y51s System .[sas]. SPSS was ‘the

pr1mary'software package, but certain types of analyses were
available only through SAS. All-variables-and all values for a -

" variable were labeled. File documentation was integrated into

" the data base so that when analysis files are tfansported to

other computer installations, relevant information about the data

) s
base will be readily ava11 able. '

3

. ' - ) - AY N ) '
Data'for the interview, sample weére stored so that all data
v . - ‘ , . . ' . .
for a particular district comprised one set of computer records.
. L] . .

4
*
’
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This data organization allowed comparison of responses from

' different - individuals within the same district. ‘ : ,

'NATIONAL PRo&ECTIONs ‘ ~ }" L RS

- Ther samp11ng deslgn tﬁht was 1mp1emented for the ma11 survey.

equalizes \he varlance estJ.mate for each of the slze\ categories, '
~ i °

wh11e produc1ng overall national est1mates accurate to + 2 per-

j [}

2ént £ the mean percent estimated. In order to obtaln a
nath:al p1cture of the T1t1e I program,’the data f11e was

welghted. This was accompllshed with the use of a varlable 1n'
the.data f11e called WT. aRequestlng §pSS tO‘weight an analysis
u51ng the var1ab1e WT causes the follow1ng welghts to be applled

~ to ‘each. ‘case w1th1n the appropriate size categdrles-

Enrollment . ' Enroleent ‘ " Weighting

Size Category v : Size. : . Factnr
\- Small B 0-2,4§9p. . "11644
| Medium . 2,500-9,999 . 1631
Large . 7 10,000+ . S
Certainty 60 Largest Districts - o © .256

Analyses using the weighting factor produce an apparébt
sample size equal to the actual number of survey questiOnnalres
returned by Title I D1rectors, but ref1ect1ng a natlonally repre-
sentat1ve prof11e of\the T1t1e I program. §

While the stratification that was employed for the’ ma11 sur4
i vey sample s#ctlon reduces ‘the var1ance of national est1mates

conslderably, this deslgn effect.1s counterbalanced by the neces{
sary weighting procedures just descrlbed, producing a resultant i

X

= A . . ~

o o R _ ‘ i . 2 I.A—'38 401




-

A oo T T

confldence 1nterval that is sllghtly 1arger taan would be .

-

obtalned ffbm a 51mple random sample of districts. We estl-

mate that approxlmate sampling errors for the proportrons'

_reported in the follow1ng chapters are as’éhown in Table A-2.

& [ ;
. wty,

K ° A TABLE A—2‘ - . .
) |
.. SAMPLING ERROR IN PERCENT BY SIZE OF SAMPLE’ D
- REPORTED PERCENT- BEING ESTIMATED* .
. ' ’ ~fize of Sample.or Group O
Report ‘ S
Percent . . 1700 - 4oo0 250 100
: 50 ST 3 .. 6  717% 12 S
\ ‘30 or 70+ - 3 . e .71 1
¢ . 20 or 80 sy 275 6 10 -
\ wool ) _ - .
Y 710 or 90 ’ 2 4 - 5 1
' * \h @
; : w '
':_;..\ .
0
L .
) -
. . B
- l T 3
. ~
". . *
3 r Q
a . - - a

. . °
A

*The chances are 95 in 100 that the value being’estimated lies
w1th1n a range equal td the reported percent plus or minus the
number of percent p01pts shown. above. . : T

N o - . St \

A-39 ,40;2
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